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ABSTRACT
This study was designed to investigate the factors that contributed to high school
students' sense of security at school, and what these students perceived as measures that
if put in place, would increase their feelings of security. The focus was the relationship
between students' perceptions of safety at school and their own opinions of school and
their experiences at school.
The study was conducted in the School.District of Osceola County, Florida. The
population of this study was comprised of all students enrolled in the public high schools
in the School District of Osceola County. The sample for the study consisted of354
students from four English classes on six high school campuses within the school district.
The Safety Climate Survey, an instrument developed by the researcher was
administered to the students during the Fall of 2002. The survey consisted of 5 sections:
opinions of school, experiences at school, safety measures, safety concerns, and a
demographics section.
Results from the study indicated that relationships existed between students'
opinions of school and their perceived sense of safety at school; and between students'
experiences, particularly victimization experiences, at school and their sense of safety.
The strongest correlation between perceived sense of safety and personal experiences
existed for student who had been the victims of bullying or threatened by someone at
school.

Also indicated was that students' victimization experiences at school were related
to the decision to carry a weapon to schoo l. Experiences such as being bullied at school,
having been physically assaulted at school, and having been threatened by someone with
a weapon at school related solidly to a student' s decision to carry a weapon to school.
Peer weapon carrying, disruptive behavior such as fighting, and suspension were also
related to the decision to carry a weapon.
Data from the study further suggested violence preventive and interventive
strategies that would increase students' sense of safety at school. Initiatives indicated by
student respondents that would increase their sense of safety were a wider selection of
extra-curricular activities, more adults to talk to on campus, more school resource
officers, and more school-wide safety assemblies.
Students also indicated what they perceived as the most serious safety issues on
their school campuses. Weapons on campus were seen as the number one safety concern.
This was followed respectively by racial tensions, bullying , and campus security. Drugs
were seen as the least serious safety concern.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

Overview of School violence
Public perception of the gravity of youth violence· increased dramatically during
the 1990s. The heightened intensity of youth violence is in large measure due to the
increase in the number of youths carrying weapons, particularly to school. "Carrying
· weapons to school has become an acceptable risk for many students, both those who are
fearful and those who intend to exploit others" (The Office ofJuvenile Justice, 1998,
p. 1). However, according to results from the Youth Risk Behavior Survey conducted by
the Centers for Disease _Control and Prevention (Alford, Coggeshall, & Kingery, 1999),
the percentage of youth respondents in grades 9-12 who carried a weapon to school_ in the
past 30 days decreased from 11.8% in 1993 to 6.9% in 1999. Regardless, the number of
weapons in the hands of youths remains a concern for educators and community leaders.
There have been a number of studies on student weapon carrying conducted
during the 1990s (Alford et al., 1999; Bynum, Cox, & Davidson, 2003; Rountree, 2000).
The majority of the -studies focused on urban, inner-city schools. As a result, there is
little knowledge about the reasons why rural and suburban students carry weapons to
schools. During the late 1990s, there was extensive media coverage of the heinous
incide1!-ts of violence at public schools in suburban America in places such as Springfield,
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Oregon; Jonesboro, Arkansas; and Littleton, Colorado. Though no school is immune
from violence, the common perception had,\peen
that it was limited to inner-city urban
... ,,..,.
areas.
While the rate of school 9rime has been decreasing, students seemingly have felt
less safe at school than in the past. In 1989, 6% of students nationwide, ages 12-19
reported that either sometime, or most of the time, they feared that they may be attacked
or harmed at school. By 1995, that percentage rose to 9%, as reported by the National
Center for Educational Statistics (Bilchik, 2000). Regardless of how infrequent the
incidents, crime at school involving students or teachers contributes to a climate of fear.
One out of every 12 students that stay home from school each day does so out of fear
(Stephens, 2001). This fear erodes the quality of the educational experience at any
school..

· Purpose of the Study
School violence continues to receive a significant amount of attention from the
media and from policy makers. Even though school crime and violence las decreased
since the early 1990s, the 1999 Youth Risk Behavior Survey showed that 5.2% of student
respondents felt too unsafe to go to school compared to 4% in 1997 (National Center for
Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, 2001). Students' perceptions of
safety at school may be related to their own opinions of school and their experiences at
school. The purposes of this study are to: (a) determine what factors contribute to high
'

'

school students' sense of security at school, and (b) wliat these students perceive are
measures that if put in place, would increase feelings of their security.
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Statement of the Problem
The problem addressed in this study is: "Why do students lack a sense of safety
while they are at school and what could improve their sense of safety?" Opinions and
perceived feelings of students' sense of safety can provide m~aningful information to
address perceived school violence problems. By knowing the feelings of the students and
what would make them feel more secure, building level administrators can implement
preventive measures to increase their sense of safety and security.

~esearch Questions
This study was guided by the following research questions:
l ._ What issues do high school students perceive as the most serious safety concerns
while at school?
2. What is the relationship between students' perceived sense of safety and whether
they have been bu~lied or victimized at school?
3. What perceived school violence intervention or prevention measures would
increase high school students' sense of safety at school?
4. What is the relationship between students' opinion of school and their perceived
sense of safety at school?
5. · What is the relationship between students' experiences at school and students'
decision to carry a weapon to school?
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Definition of Terms
The following are definitions of terms used in this study:
Battery--The physical use of force or violence by an individual against another
(Florida Department of Education, 2001).
Bullying--Repeated, negative acts committed by one or more children against
another. These negative acts may be physical or verbal, or may involve indirect actions
such as manipulation or exclusion. There is always a perceived or real ·imbalance of
power in bullying.relationships (Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence, 2001).
Disorderly Conduct--Disruptive behavior that poses a serious threat to the
· learning environment, health, safety, or welfare of others; ·significantly disrupting all or
portions of the campus activities, school sponsored events and school bus transportation
(Florida Department of Education, 2001).
Fighting--When _two ·or more persons mutually participate in use of force or
physical violence that requires physical restraint or results in injury (Florida Department
of Education, 2001).
Illegal Drug Possession, Sale, or Use--The use, cultivation, manufacture,
distribution, sale~ purchase, or possession, of°any drug, narcotic, controlled substance, or
substance represented to be :a drug, narcotic, or controlled substance on a school campus
(Florida Department o~ Education, 2001 ).
Less Sedous or Nonviolent Crimes--The crimes associated with this category
include an attack or fight without a weapon, theft/larceny, and vandalism.
Psychosomatic Symptoms--Subjective physical complaints such as headaches,
stomachaches, backaches, backaches, and dizziness, as well as psychological complaints
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such as feeling low, irritability, nervousness, and sleeplessness (Albrektsen, Natvig, and
Qvarnstrom, 2001).
Serious Violent Crimes--The crimes associated with this category include rape,
sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, physical attack or fight with a weapon,
suicide, or murder.
SESIR--School ~nvironmental Safety Incident Reporting system was developed
by the Florida Department of Education to be utilize~ by school districts when reporting
serious incidents of crime on .school campuses in a consistent manner (Florida
I)epartment of Education, 2001).
Threat/Intimidation--A threat to cause physical harm to another person with or
without the use of a weapon that includes all of the following elements:· (1) intent--an
intention that the threat is heard or seen by the person who is the object of the threat; (2)
~

fear--a reasonable fear or apprehension by the person who is the object of the threat that
the threat could be carried out; and (3) capability--the ability of the offender to actually
carry out the threat directly or by a weapon or other instrument that can easily be
obtained (Florida Department of Education, 2001 ).
Vandalism-The intentional destruction, damage, or defacement of public or
\

private property without cons·ent of the owner or the person having custody or control of
it. The amount of damage must be $100 or more to be reported on SESIR, including time
and labor (Florida Department of Education, 2001).
Weapon--Any instrument used with intent to inflict physical or mental harm on
another person (Florida Department of Education, 2001 ). .
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Weapons Possession--Possession of any instrument or ~bject that can inflict
serious harm on another person or that can place a person in reasonable fear or
apprehension of serious hann (Florida Department of Education, 2001).

Significance of the Study
Since tragic incidents related to violence have occurred on suburban and rural
school campuses during .the 1990s, it has often been asked how such-events could have
. ever happened. It is important that the hidden.causes to a.culture of school violence are
uncovered. School administrators, school personne~, ·and parents need to know the
factors that contribute to students' lacking se1:1se of security at school. Knowing the
reasons can be helpful in developing long-range prevention strategies to eradicate the
culture of violence. The results from this study will be· compiled to provide school
· administrators with suggested interventive and preventive safety measures to address and
. prevent potentially violent incidents on campus, and to increase safety on their campuses
for their students.

Assumptions
The following were recognized as assumptions of this study:
1. It was assumed that respondents provided_ honest responses to the survey
instrument.
2. It was assumed that respondents and the researcher shared similar
understandings of terminology used in the survey instrument.
3. It was assunied that the instrument designed for this study would address
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high school students' perceived safety concerns.

4. It was assumed that an appropriate sample will be derived from the population
for this study.
5. It was assumed that the survey instrument was appropriate to obtain
respondent's self-reporting·of their experiences and opinions of school.

Delimitations
This study will be delimited to high school students in the School District of
Osceola County, Florida.
Limitations
The results of this study will be limited by: (a) the candor of the responses to the
research instrument by the high school students. of Osceola County, Florida, and (b) the
ability of the researcher and instrumentation to obtain accurate and meaningful data from
the respondents.
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CHAPTER2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Thi_s chapter provides a review ofliterature and establishes a foundation for this
study. The review is divided into 6 parts: (a) A National Overview of S~hool Violence,
(b) Youth Risk Behavior. Survey, (c) Bullying and Victimization, (d) Weapons on
Campus, (e) School Safety Measures, and (f) an Overview of Osceola County, Florida.

National Overview of School Violence
During the 1990s, incidents of violent behavior appeared to be occurring more
and more frequently on school campuses. No longer was school violence just an
occurrence at inner city, urban schools. No better exa111ple exists than the tragedy that
occurred in 1999 at Columbine High School in suburban Littleton, Colorado. School
violence appears to be widespread, and the causes and influences aggravating the
situations appear to be societal. Yet? "in the aftermath of each school shooting trage_dy
·. during the past few years, ·our educational and political leaders have reminded us that
schools are among the safest places for our young people" (Walker & Walker, 2000).
The cultural perception Qf schools has traditionally been one of safe havens where
society sends its children to learn an~ experience life in a positive, flourishing
environment.

This symbolic perception of the culture of schools has arisen from "a
8

pattern of shared basic assumptions that a group learned as it solved its problems of
external adaptation and integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valid
and therefore to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel"
about schools (Bolman & Deal, 1997, p. 231 ). That perception has changed during the
decade of the 1990s. The perception of a rise in the incidents of violent acts on school
campuses has also changed the way people view schools. The violence on campuses and
among youth culture has caused school administrators to restructure their organizations to
address this growing concern.
Bilchik (2000) stated that despite the recent string of school shootings, most of the
nation's schools were safe. According to the National Center for fujury Prevention and
Control, the percentage of high school students in the United States bringing weapons to
school declined from 26.1% in 1991 to 18.3 % in 1997. Golly, Sprague, and Walker
(2001) reported corroborating information from the U. S. Departinent of Justice, which
found that overall rates of serious violent school crime appeared to be decreasing or at
least have stabilized during the past decade. Regardless, these rates and those of less
serious inappropriate behaviors such as theft, bullying, harassment, and threats still
remain the highest in the industrialized world (Golly et al., 2001 ).
Yet, public perception of school violence may not match the true threat.
Therefore, crime on school campuses is still an emotional issue, as are other issues that
confront youths (e.g., bullying, date violence, prejudice, and drug use). All of these
issues significantly impact the ability to learn and the school staffs capacity to teach. In
addition, the dramatic increase in mass school shootings in the later part of the i 990s,
sensationalized by the media, heightened awareness of the many adjustment problems
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students face, with stressors coming from family, neighborhood, and school (Golly et al.,
2001).
While the crime rate has decreased, an increased percentage of students felt that
-they were much less safe at school.. Regardless of the infrequency, incidents of crime on
school campuses contribute to a climate of fear. This fear erodes the quality of
· education. In 1989, 6% of students nationwide, ages 12-19 reported that either sometime,
or most of the time, they feared that they may be attacked or harmed at school. By 1995,
•)

that percentage rose to 9%, as reported by the National Center for Educational Statistics
(Bilchik, 2000).
rd

The 33 Annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll of the Public's Attitudes Toward
the Public School offered respondents the opportunity to identify the most serious .
problems facing public schoqls (Gallup & Lowell, 2001). Financial support, which
· ranked the highest problem at 15% for the past two year, was joined by 15% responding
that discipline/coni!ol was a top problem. This was followed by I 0% of the respondents
finding fighting/violence/gangs and overcrowding as major problems facing schools.
The use of drugs; chosen by 9%, completed the top five issues the public identified as the
biggest problems facing public schools.
According to Indicators of School Crime and Safety, 2001 (The National Center
for Educational Statistics, 2000), even though the statistics of school crime have
decreased in recent years, the amount of nonfatal student victimization committed on
school campuses continues to be a concern. Nonfatal serious violent crimes include rape,
sexual assault, robbery, and aggravated assault. Statistics presented in the report are as
follows {The National Center for Educational Statistics, 2001):
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1. Students aged 12-18 experienced fewer nonfatal serious violent crimes when
at school rather than away from school. In 1998 students in the age group
were victims of about 253,000 such crimes at school. This number was
550,000 away from school. The victimization rate while-at school stayed
about the same from 1992-1998, yet declined away from school.
2. Students aged 12-18 were victims of about 1.2 miilion nonfatal violent crimes
while at school, and about 1.3 million away from school during 1998. This
category of crime includes the nonfatal serious violent crimes plus simple
as_sault. There was a decline in Victimization rate between 1992 and 1998 at
school as well. as away from school.
3. Students aged 12-18 were more likely to be victim of theft at school than
away from school each year between 1992 and 1998, except for in 1997. In
1997 the same number of thefts occurred for students at and away from
school. In 1998 about 1~6 million thefts occurred at school (58% of all school
crime), -and about 1.2 million away from school (about 49% of all crimes
away from school) ..
4. Altogether, the victimization rate of students, aged 12-18 of nonfatal serious
violent crimes that occurred at school in 1998 was 2. 7 million. The rate away
from school was 2.5 million. These victimization rates are 101 per 1,000
crimes per student at school and 95 per thousand students away from school.
Leone, Malmgren, and Mayer (2000) presented school violence as a multifaceted
phenomenon. Responding to the violent acts on school campuses and preventing school
violence requires an understanding of the larger community and society. "Htiman
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behavior is shaped by social-ecological contexts that include individuals with whom we
interact daily as well as broad societal contexts that deliver messages about ap~ropriate
behavior and relationships among people" (Leone et al., 2000, p. 2). The problem of
school violence appears to be linked to the changes that have occurred in our culture and
society. Leone et al. (2000) proposed that the changes in family structure and violence in ·
media ~d entertainment, and the availability of firearms has contributed to youth being
negatively influenced. Though the authors also stated that it is difficult to establish a
'

'

. causal relationship between school violence and these factors.
Educators generally accept that multiple factors, including social, personal, and
environmental influences can increase the risk that students will resort to violence or ·
delinquency. Research has. shown that children will give warning signs when there may
. be serious pr.oblems (Dwyer, Osher & Warger, 2001). These underlying problems need
to be addressed early to prevent the situation from escalating into a volatile incident on a
school campus. (Bilchik, 2000). Attention must be paid to the reality of people's lives
and societal changes during the past four decades. "The presence of anger, the presence
of difference, the need for alternatives that are realistic, and th~ will to participate"
(Caulfield, 2000, p.170) presented challenges when addressing school violence.
Mitchell (2000) posed the question "given that school violence is actually
declining, why should the education community be concerned about students~
perceptions of school safety?" (p. 3). He responded with the awareness, threat, or the
experience of violence at school can result i_n a growing sense of fear. This fear erodes
the academic environment. When students have to continuously expend their energy to
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defend themselves against either real or perceived dangers, they have difficulty focusing
on learning (Mitchell).

Youth Risk Behavior Survey

In 19.89, The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) developed the
Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRBSS) (Jones, Sussman & Wilson, 2002).·
This system was developed to monitor behaviors that place adolescents at ri_sk for
premature morbidity and mortality. The YRBSS measures six categories of behavior:
(1) behavior that contributes to violence and unintentional injury; (2) tobacco use; (3)
.

.

alcohol and other drug use; (4) sexual behavior that contributes to unintended pregnancy ·_
and sexually transmitted disease, including HIV infection; (5) unhealthy dietary behavior;
and (6) inadequate physical activity.
The YRBSS has five components. These components are: (1) state and large city
school-based surveys of 9th through lih grade students, (2) national school-based surveys
of 9th through lih grade students, (3) a national household survey of 12- 21 year old
youth, (4) a nationally mailed survey of college students in both 2-year and 4-year
institutions, and (5) special population surveys (Golly et al., 2001) ..
The Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) is the national school-based survey ·
conducted biennially by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (Centers for
Disease Control, 2001). The surveys were first conducted by the CDC in 1990 and
conducted biennially since 1991. The number of sites that have participated in the YRSB
has increased from 24 states and 8 large cities in 1990 to 42 states, 4 territories, and 16
large cities in 1999. The 1999 survey had enough weighted data that the results could be
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generalized to the entire high school population in each site's jurisdiction (Golly et al.,
2001).
The purpose of the YRBS is to assess the prevalence of health risk behaviors by
high school students. The areas covered in the survey include questions about personal
safety, violence related-behaviors, depression or suicidal tendencies, tobacco use, alcohol
use, illegal drug use, sexual behavior, body weight, nutrition, physical activity, and AIDS
awareness. Golly et al. (2001) posited that creating awareness of adolescent risk
behaviors could lead to changes in school policies and programs. Many state agencies
have distributed YRBS data to school principals, parents, and community organizations
to assist in creating an awareness of the level of risk among students.
Data have been complied from surveys conducted during 1991, 1993, 1995, 1997,
and 1999, and combined them into one data set to examine trends of risk behaviors across
time of high school students nationally, while controlling for sex, race/ethnicity, and
grade. The incidence of several risk behaviors decreased from 1991 to 1999 that
pertained to this study. Students carrying a gun during the past 30 days decreased from
7.9% in 1993 to 4.9% in 1999. Students carrying a weapon on ·school campus during the
past 30 days decreased from 11.8% in 1991 to 6.9% in 1999. Those students that were
involved in a physical fight more than one time during the 12 months preceding the
survey decreased from 42.5% in 1991 to 35.7% in 1999. Those involved in a physical
fight on campus during the prior 12 months 'preceding the survey decreased from 16.2%
in 1993 to 14.2% in 1999.
The incidence of several risk behaviors actually increased during the period
between 1991 and 1999. The majority of these risk behaviors had to do with alcohol and
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other drug use. Lifetime marijuana use increased from 31.3% in 1991 to 47.2% in 1999.
Those students who used cocaine at least one time or more during the 30 days preceding
the survey rose from 1.7% in 1991 to 4.0% in 1999. Over the years, some risk behaviors
have demonstrated.inconsistent patterns of change between 1991 and 1999. Two of those
behaviors that showed inconsistent results central to this study were the·percentage of
students who felt too unsafe to go to school one ~r more times during the 30 days prior to
the survey; .and those who were threatened or injured with a weapon on school property
.

one or more times during the 12 months preceding the survey.

Bullying and Victimization
According to the Indicators of School_ Crime and Safety 2000 (National Center for
Educational Statistics, 2001 ), national indicators affirmed that the levels of crime in
school have continued to decline during the past few years. Acts that promote fear and
detract from learning have decreased with students feeling more safe than they did a few
. years ago. Yet in.1999, 2.5 million students ages 12-18 were still the victims of violence
· or thefts at school. Young people experienced a variety of different forms of violence in
school, such as pushing, bullying, verbal insults, and threats. Rarely garnering the media
attention of the more serious crimes, these incidents also make students' lives miserable
and fearful. The National Institute of Education reported that of 12 students who stay
home from school on any given day, 1 stays· home because of fear (National Center for
Educational Statistics (2001)).
The majority of research on the bullying phenomenon has occurred in Europe and
Australia (Nansel, Overpeck, Pilla, Ruan, Simons-Morton, & Scheidt, 2001). Limber and
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· Nation (1998) documented that research in the United States and in foreign countries has
shown that bullying is a common and dangerous form of violence among children on.
school campuses. Bullying involves harassment by powerful students against students
with less power. The imbalance of power is demonstrated in repeated negative acts that
may be physical, verbal, or may involve manipulation or exclusion. Banks (2000) stated
that bullying is co~prised of teasing, taunting, hitting, threatening, stealing, and other
direct acts to one student by one or more other students. He also ~tated that boys
typically engaged in direct bullying methods such as hitting or pushing, while girls were
more apt to use more indirect subtle strategies such as enforcing social isolationism and
rumor spreading. Regardless of the type, direct or indirect, the key component of
bullying is physical or psychological repeated intimidation, which creates an ongoing
pattern of harassment ·or abuse. Bullying is not only harmful to both the intended victim
and the perpetrator, but may also indirectly affect the climate of the entire school in an
adverse manner.

In a survey entitled Health Behavior of School-aged Children (HBSC), conducted
of 15,686 public and private schools~dent~ in the United States, nearly 30% of
responding· students reported that they have been involved in bullying (Nansel et al.,
2001). More than 16% stated that they had been occasionally bullied during the current
school term with 8% reporting that they had bullied or been bullied at least once weekly.
The children who reported that they had been bullied also reported more loneliness and
had greater difficulty making friends. Those ·who reported that they bullied others were
more likely to have poorer_ grades, to smoke~ and drink alcohol. Racial composition, ·
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school size, and school setting (urban, rural, or suburban) were not found to be predicting
factors for the occurrence of bullying.
Olweus, a pioneer in the research on bullying in Norway an~ Sweden, has been
the impetus for much study on the topic around the _world (Limber & Nation, 1998). He
identified specific characteristics of both bullies and their victims. Bullies had the need
to feel powerful and in control. Their satisfaction appeared to be derived from the
intliction of pain and suffering on others. They also had little empathy for their victims
and defended their actions by stating that their victims provoked them (Olweus 1993).
The literature also indicated that bullies often came from homes where physical
punishment has been used, where children were taught that striking back physically was
an acceptable approach to address problems, and where parental involvement and
demonstration of warmth was lacking. In addition, children who bullied we~e often
·defiant to adults, anti-social, and apt to break school rules. Contrary to myth, bullies
possessed little anxiety and generally had a strong self-esteem (Batsche & Knoff, 1994,
Olweus, 1993). Nansel et al. (2001) also reported that persons who bullied others
showed poorer school adjustment, in te~s of both academics and perceived school
climate. However, they reported greater ease at making friends, which indicated that
bullies were not socially isolated. It was also indicated that these students had friends
who endorsed the bullying and otherproblem behavior, and who may also have been
involved in bullying themselves (Nansel ·et al., 2001).
In contrast, the victims of bullying were typically anxious, insecure, and suffer
from low self-esteem. They rarely defend themselves or retaliated when bullied. They
often lacked social skills, lacked friends, and often suffered from social isolation. The
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· victims were often very close to their parents, some even described as having parents
who were over-protective. A physical characteristic of victims of bullying was that they
tended to be physically weaker than their peers. Physical characteristics such as being
I
I

I;

over weight or wearing eyeglasses were not' significant factors that could be c.orrelated
with victimization (Batsche & Knoff, 1994, Olweus, 1993).
Banks (2001) reported that research on bullying revealed interesting information
regarding how students perceived the causes and outcomes of bullying and how they
reacted to bullying around them. One example cited was a survey conducted in the
Midwest that found a strong majority of students believed that the victims of bullying
were at least partially responsible for bringing on the bullying themselves. The
respondents also tended. to agree that bullying made a weak person stronger, and some
even felt that bullying taught victims appropriate behavior. ·A Canadian study found that
students considered the victims of bullying to be weak, nerds, and/or afraid to fight back.
Yet, 43% of the respondents of this study stated that they tried to help the victims, 33%
said that they' should have helped the victim but did not, and 24% said that bullying was
none of their business (Banks, 2001 ).
In respect to adult help on the issue of bullying, most students did not believe that
adults would help. They felt that adult intervention was infrequent and ineffective.
Telling adults would only bring about more bullying (Olweus, 1993). Scho.ol officials
arid teachers "may yiew bullying as a harmless rite of passage that is best ignored unless
verbal and psychological intimidation cross the line into physical assault or theft."
(Banks, 2001, p. 13) Students felt that when the adults in charm~ ignored the bullying,
the behavior would continue.
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· The Health Behavior of School-aged Children (HBSC), the first large scale
American based bullying study, indicated that bullying is a serious problem for U.S.
youth (Nansel et aJ., 2001). The prevalence of bullying observed in the study suggested
that the importance of preventive intervention research targeting bullies. "Effective
prevention will require a solid understanding of the· social and environmental factors that
facilitate and inhibit bullying and peer aggression" (Nansel ~t al., 2001, p. 2100). The
knowledge could then be utilized to create school and social environments that promote
healthy peer interaction and an intolerance of bullying. Interventions that focused on
changes within the school and classroom climate which increased the awareness ·of
· bullying, increased teacher and parent involvement, formed clear rules and strong social
norms against bullying, and provided support and protection for victims have
demonstrated positive outcomes in England and Norway (Nansel et al., 2001).

W'eapons on Campus
Bynum, et al., (2003) reported that while many trends in school violence have
·decreased since the early 1990s, the occurrence of violent acts and fear among both
students and teachers remains a concern. Many of the problems associated with violent
incidents on school campuses center on the prevalence of students carrying weapons.
School officials are concerned about all weapo~s however, knives, guns, and explosive
devices present the greatest threat to school safety. Yet for some students, carrying
weapons to school has become an acceptable risk, for both the students who are fearful
and those who want to intimidate or exploit o'thers.
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The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention Youth Risk Behavior Survey
(YRSB) has shown a decrease in weapons on campus during the 1990s. The percentage
of students who self reported carrying a weapon on school property during the 30 days
preceding the survey was 11.8% in 1993. This figure decreased to 6.9% in 1999.
Alford, Coggeshall, and Kingery (1999) found that the most important factors in
the decision to carry a weapon to school appeared to be violent behavior in which
weapons are used to harm others, active gang involvement, victimization by others
carrying a w~apon, and whether peers and older associates carried weapons. The level of
violence in a student's community environment also had an impact on whether students
carried a weapon to school. Though it is believed that there was no causal relationship
between drug abuse and.weapon carrying to school, Alford et al. (1999) found that the
same recklessness and defiance of convention that mak~s substance abuse attractive also
made weapon carrying attractive. These behaviors still deteriorate the climate of the
school.
Bynum et al. (2003) stated that although the number of school related deaths and
multiple homicides have been relatively low, violent incidents and the fear of violent
incidents could cause a profound effect on the educational process. According to Bynum
et al., schools with higher rates of crime and violence are less effective in educating
students.
The end of the 1990s were marked by the widespread coverage of the lethal
, violence that occurred at American public schools in towns that were previously unheard
of, such as Paducah, Jonesboro, and Littleton. What was surprising about these incidents
was that they were in suburban areas, in contrast to the inner-city context most associated
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with school violence. To address this phenomenon, Rountree's (2,000) study sought to
determine predictors of adolescents carrying weapons to school across three diverse
co~ty-level contexts. The study moved toward generalizability by comparing student
weapon carrying in three economically, geographically, and culturally ,distinct
communities in Kentucky. The significant findings of the study suggested that there were
few differences regarding weapon carrying across context. It was found that peer
weapon carrying as well as criminal lifestyle were important predictors of students
carrying weapons to school regardless of community context. The study provided
evidence that these factors were impactful across diverse contexts. The study also
offered support to the generalizabilty of explanatory models of student weapon carrying.
Jenkins' (1997) study of general school misconduct had important implications
for school weapon carrying.

Jenkins examined the effects of the school social bond on

· .school crime with a 14-item index consisting of a variety of delinquent acts, including
weapon carrying. School bond was found to be important in expl~ining school crime.
Particularly significant was that commitment to school and belief in school rules were
inversely related to sch()ol crime. Involvement in school-related activities was least
predictive of school crime. Callahan and Rivara (1992) found that number of school
suspensions, which would be considered as-a measure oflow school attachment ~r
commitment, significantly increased handgun ownership among urban high school
students.
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· School Safety Measures
Based on the literature reviewed, it appeared that in order to foster the safety
desired on school campuses, community leaders, both locally and nationally, must get
involved. In addition, "recent highly publicized violent events at schools around the
country during the last several years have stimulated educators to implement programs to
prevent, deter, and respond to the potential for violence in the school setting" (Larson,
Peterson, & Skiba, 2001, p. 345). Fueled by intensive media coverage and active federal
involvement, the efforts to prevent school violence have become an issue for school
community leaders.
Walker (2001) stated that most tactics to deal with youth violence at s~hool have
been mostly one-dimensional. They have relied on the removal of the offender by
suspension or placement outside of the mainstream educational setting. The intention is
to protect the other students in the school, however it has been proven ineffective in
preventing the perpetrating student from developing further criminal behaviors. .
Some of the most promising prevention and intervention techniques and strategies
involved collaborative efforts of school administrators, law enforcement agencies,
teachers, families, students, juvenile justice practitioners, and community members.
These groups have worked together to establish school-wide crisis plans and long-range
strategies to form positive relationships with all children and families. Effective
programs and policies can only be built on foundations supported by accurate information
about the problems being addressed.
Larson et al. (2001) stated that the day-to-day discipline practices on school
campuses could have important effect on both the perception and the reality of serious
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crime and violence. The implementation of.comprehensive programs that improve the
overall school climate and reduce minor disruptions may reduce the risk of more serious
violent incidents.
Larson et al. (2001) also pointed out that it is important to.note-that research into
school violence is a relatively young field. Research support for many of the strategies
for violence prevention programs is still emerging. As with any program design and
implementation, evaluation ·and ·accountability is extremely important. "It is incumbent
upon schools and school districts to collect measurable data that will allow them to
evaluate the impact of any of their discipline programs or violence prevention programs"
(Larson et al., 2001. p 350).

Models for· School Violence Preventio·n
According to Gottfredson and Hirschi (1995):'the foundation for the development
of the plans to address school violence revolved around Social Control Theory. School
leaders needed to look at what is going on on their campuses and be aware of the
. dynamics of the student body. If studentslac~ed strong conventional ties to school, or
their community, they were less likely to have strong confornnty to the rules of the
institution. Therefore, based on what occurred on campus, the plans could be developed
to address the specific needs.
School safety plans must include a multi-leveled approach. School safety plans
must include time lines for implementation, costs, and parties responsible. The three
approaches to be included in the plan are: prevention, intervention, and security. In the
aftermath of the outbreaks of school violence during the past several years, schools have
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focused mostly on short:-term security measures. However, with increasing numbers,
schools are turning to implementing intervention and Ions-term violence prevention
techniques and programs (Harris, 2000).
Intetventive strategies are initiated in schools to help-students resolve their
disputes and to keep them from acting out in violent manners. These strategies for
helping young people deal with their problematic situations without using force began 20
years ago through the Community Boards program in San Francisco .. Harris (2000)
estimated that 10% of schools through out the country utilized intervention strategies.
One of the most popular interventive efforts widely and successfully used on
campuses through out the country is peer mediation or conflict resolution programs.
Conflict resolution in particular was mentioned over and· over. Johnson and Johnson
(1995) pointed out that schools must go beyond violence prevention to conflict resol~tion
training for all, students and teachers alike. Schools must "try to transform the total
school en~ironment into a learning community in which students live by a credo of
.nonviolence" (p. 65). Curwin (1995) also refers to conflict resolution when he posited
. that an effective anti-violence program ~hould include three basic' elements.. The first was
that educators needed to teach youngsters alternatives to violence, which includes a
strong conflict resolution: program participated by students and staff. The second element
wass to teach students how to make more effective choices once they had been provided
with the skills of conflict resolution.. The third element stated was that school personnel .
should model alternative expressions of anger, frustration, and impatience.
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Character Education
Character education r~ceived an increased amount of attention during the 1990s.
However, Lickona (1995) stated that character education is as old as education itself.
Since education began, it p.as had two primary goals: to help people acquire knowledge
and to help people become good. Based on those beliefs, school in the earliest history of
our nation addressed character education. This was done through discipline, the teacher's
example, and the curriculum. In those early days, the Bible was the public school's guide
for both moral and religious instruction. When eventual struggles arose over whose Bible
and which doctrines to use, William McGuffy presented hi~ McGuffey Readers in 1836.
·. Those books retained many popular Bible stories but also contained poems and heroic
tales. Even as children used the books to practice reading and mathematics, they learned
lessons on honesty, patriotism, love of t~eir neighbors and animals, courage, and work
ethics.
Character education declined during the_ 20th century. Lickona (1995) posited that
Darwinism, the philosophy of logical positivism, the rise in personalism, and finally the
· pluralism of American society crumbled the support of character education. The public
asked whose values should be taught, and with increasing secularization, would moral
education violate the separation oi church and state?
The 1990s brought about a renewed interest in character education. The
movement attempted to restore good character as part of the school culture. Yet, some
educators were confused over what the term cp.aracter education implied _(Williams,
2000). Defining character education was identified as a priority in both a national and
statewide survey of teacher educators. Williams presented that the National Commission
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on Character Education broadly defined character education "as any deliberate approach
by which school personnel, often in conjunction with parents and community members,
help children and youth become caring, principled, and respon·sible" (p. 1). Also stated
was that the Commission's report does not use or "signify a particular philosophy,
method, or program" (p. 1) when referring to character education.
Williams (2000) pointed out that differences exist among the schools of thought
of character education. Yet various theories have converged and commonalities have
emerged in the theo;retical conceptions. Williams presented the following as areas where
there has been agreement:
1. "Habit verses reasoning. Some perspectives emphasized the development of a
person's moral reasoning and reflection." (p. 3) Others emphasized the
practice of virtuous behavior until it became habit, part of.daily life activity.
Now, both are seen as important.
2. "Hard verses soft virtues. Were self-discipline, courage, loyalty, and
perseverance what really mattered? Or are. caring, compassion, kindness, and
friendliness most important?" (p. 3) More and more frequently, the answer is
yes to both questions.
3. "Does character reside in the individual, or does it reside in the norms and
patterns of the group or context?" (p. 3) Is the focus on the individual or on
the whole? As with the two previous areas, the answer is that both are
important.
The direction character education is heading is to emphasize the commonalties
rather than the differences. There were also some commonalties agreed upon by the
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various theoretical perspectives for teaching character education. All character· education
programs must be grounded in moral basis and proponents agreed that educators must
serve as models for students. Educators needed to create school and classroom climates
that were caring, collaborative, and civil. Teachers must also establish an atmosphere
where mutual respect is practiced continually. Teaching strategies emphasized by the
different proponents include: consensus building, cooperative learning, literature, conflict
resolution,, discussion and ~ngaging students in moral reasoning, and service learning
(Williams, 2000).
The Character Education Partnership has presented Eleven Principles of Effective
Character Education. The p~ership ·proposed that there is no single script for infusing
character education, but that there are some important basic principles. These principles
~ould be used by schools and groups when planning efforts for character education; and
could be used when evaluating available character education programs, curriculum, and
· resources .
. These eleven principles are (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps, 1999):

1. Character education promotes core etlrlcal values as the basis of good
character.
2. Character must be comprehensively defined to include thinking, feeling, and
behavior.
3. Effective character education requires an intentional, proactive, and
comprehensive approach that promotes the core values in all phases of school

life'.
4. The School must be a caring community.
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5. To develop character, students need opportunities for moral action.
6. Effective character education includes a meaningful and challenging academic
curriculum that respects all learners and helps them succeed.
7. Character education should strive to develop students' intrinsic motivation.
8. The school staff must become a learning and moral community in which we
share responsibility for character education and attempt to adhere to. the same
core values that guide the education of students.
9. .Character education requires moral leadership from both staff and students.
10. The school must recruit parents and community members as full partners in
the character-building effort.
11. Evaluation of character education should assess the character of the school,
the school staffs functioning as character educators, and the extent to which
students manifest good character.
In contrast to the moral foundation of character education programs, the premise
of zero tolerance policies has also gained wide popularity among politicians, school
administrators, and the public. The promise of a no-nonsense solution to school
disruption and disorder is appealing. However, data have not demonstrated that zero
tolerance suspensions and expulsions for disruptive behavior have been effective in
changing the disruptive behavior or i1?-1proving school safety and order. Suspensions and
· expulsions, supposedly reserved for the most disruptive students and the most serious
incidents; have often been indiscriminately used to target less serious student behavior.
This type of punitive, reactive response has not effected school climates in a positive,
prolonged manner. Programs that effectively decreased violent incidents are proactive
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rather than reactive. They involved families, students, and the community and involved
multiple components that could effectively address the complexity of the school violence
and disruption. To increase the likelihood of success of initiatives, the process must be
collaborative, with all stakeholders involve'd, and grounded with a conceptually sound
base {Larson et al., 2001).
Larson et al. (2001) presentedfour related school violence prevention models that
have appeared to provide focus and conceptµal grounding in addressing school violence
and disruptions. These four are:
1. Catalano, Farrington and Hawkins, (1998) presented a four-component, social
development framework for inhibiting violent behavior in a school setting.
. The authors proposed that prevention efforts should (a) promote the
development of social bonding to school and academic success; (b) promote ·
school norms opposed to violence; (c) train students in non-violent conflict
resolution, and; (d) minimize both the acceptance and use of fireanns.
2. Aber and Samples (1998) presented a developmental-contextual framework to
shape violence prevention initiatives. This models posits (a) that child
development must been viewed as

a series of linked, stage-related tasks that

· must be accomplished, such as the development of self-regulation and the
development of interpersonal negotiation strategies; and (b) that the features
of the school are related to the mastering of these tasks.
3. Hamburg (1998) stated that framing youth violence and school violence.
within a public health model has been advocated by a number of researchers.
The model promotes the school and the community working collaboratively to
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(a) identify problems and propose so!utions across an entire population; (b)
gather surveillance data on trends of incidents and prevalence; (c) perform
epidemiological analysis to identify risk factors; (d) design and evaluate
interventions; and (e) perfomi 6utreach and disseminate information.
4. Larson et al. (2001) presented a model that combines research in prevention
science, risk- and protective-factors identification, and protective education
and training in pro-social competencies. With this conceptualization, school
systems understand and assess the continuum of risk and protective factors
that interact among stakeholders.

Prevention services are then provided to

reduce risks and enhance protective factors.
The~e models are closely related and pieces of each could be utilized for a welldesigned school violence prevention program. However, it is essential that the
fundamental design of the school program should start with a concept for change that has
internal integrity and sufficient breadth to meet a full range of needs (Larson et al., 2001 ).
Watson (1995) stated that a factor that contributed to incidences-of violence on
school campuses was that many schools' physical plants were not designed with
'

... ... ·

-
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comprehensive safety in mind. Walker and Walker (2000} pointed out that the design of
many scho~l campuses today is open and sprawling: Closing the school campus is
perhaps the easiest of all safety conscious efforts schools could do. Studies of the
physical plants of.school campuses showed that open campuses were a risk factor. If
students were allowed to leave the campus throughout the day, it then in tum became
·difficult to control who came onto the campµs. Conducting annual safety audits that
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evaluated safety vulnerabilities due to the structural characteristics of the school and the
patterns of building use and supervision would be helpful in addressing safety concerns.

Safety Technologies
In the wake of the-recent high-profile school tragedies with multiple de_aths, many
communities have urged their school districts to incorporate security technology into
their safety programs. To address this issue,-the U.S. Department of Education and the
U.S. DepartmeJJ,t of Justice sponsored both research and demonstration programs in order
to gather data and test useful new ideas that expanded the understanding of school
violence and disorder and led to new programs to reduce the problems (U.S. Department
of Justice, 2000). One· of the results of their efforts was a document developed which
·provided guidelines to school administrators and law enforcement agencies. This
. guidebook, The Appropriate and Effective Use ofSecurity Techn_ologies in U.S. Schools,
was anticipated to be the first in a series of manuals designed to assist schools and law
enforcement with information to address school safety. The infonnation included in the
·manual were: the kinds of security products available, security product strengths and
_weaknesses, product costs, requirements to include in RFQs, and the legal issues that inay
need addressing. The guide encouraged the collaboration of these two entities in making
d~cisions about security technologies as they developed safe school strategies (U.S.
Department of Justice, 2000).
Resulting from a study .of over 100 schools during the last seven years of
the 1990s, it was determined that school administrators needed a resource on technologies
for physical plant security problems. ,From their research, the U.S. Department of
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Education and the U.S. Department of Justice found several reasons why schools had not
embraced security technology in the past. These reasons were: (1) schools did not
usually have the funding for aggressive and comprehensive security programs; (2) .
schools generally lacked th,e ability to procure effective technology products and. services
at the lowest bid; (3) many schools could not afford to hire well-trained security
personnel; (4) school administration and staffs rarely had security technology training or
experience; (5) schools did not generally have the infrastructure in place for maintaining
or up-grading security devices and; (6) issues of privacy and potential civil rights
lawsuits may deter or complicate the use of some technologies. The developed guide
provided an opportunity to apply security technologies in schools that were effective,
affordable, and politically acceptable within difficult restraints.

Demonstrated Models
In 1997, the U.S. Department of Justice and the U.S. Department of Education
were directed by President Clinton to conduct an annual report on school safety. The
First Annual Report on School Safety (U.S. Department of Justice and the U.S.
Department of Education, 1998) was produced. It provided parents, communities, ·and
schools with an overview of the scope of school crime and measures that could be taken
to address it. As part of the report, under a U.S. Department of Justice grant to the
Hamilton Fish National Institute on School and Community Violence and the Vanderbilt
Institute for Public Policy, well designed school safety programs were identified.
The models presented were designated as either demonstrated or promising.
Demonstrated programs had ·been rigorously tested in the field and have solid evidence of
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. effectiveness. In the evaluation of the demonstrated models, two groups were examined
before and after the intervention. One group received the intervention, while the control
group did not. Promising models were well designed but had not yet been thoroughly
tested. Some of the promising models ha(fbeen evaluated, but needed further testing
with stronger evaluation design to prove their effectiveness. Some of the p~omising
models had not been evaluated but had been based on previous research. Some of the
models had been developed, implemented, and evaluated in multiple sites, while others
had only been used in a single school.
Several demonstrated 111odels mentioned in Annual Report on School Safety were
(U.S. Department of Justice and the U.S. Department of Education, 1998):
1. Conflict Resolution: A Curriculum for Youth Providers was a demonstrated.
model for high school students with key elements that included helping
students define conflict, taught three types of conflict resolution, and reviewed
basic communications behavior. Each session contained at least one skillsbuilding activity that lasted anywhere from 15 to 50 minutes in length. At
schools· that utilized the program, there was a reduction in violence and the
frequency of fights that resulted in injuries that required medical treatment.
4. Positive Adolescent Choices Training (PACT) was a demonstrated model for
both middle and_ high school high-risk African American youth as well as
other high-risk youth that were selected by school personnel for conduct
problems or.histories of victimization. Videotaped vignettes and role-playing
were used with small groups of targeted students to teach social skills such as
giving positive and negative feedback, accepting feedback, negotiation skills,
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problem solving, and resisting peer pressure. Students who had been through
PACT exhibited 50% less physical aggression at school and more than 50%
fewer violence-related juvenile court charges than a comparable group that
had not gone through the PACT program.
5. The School Safety Program was a demonstrated model to identify violence
problems and devise effective responses at the high school level. The main
~omponent was a curriculum 4itegrated into a required eleventh grade social
studies class that trained students to become problem solvers, engaged
students in solving problems for their school, identified problem students
through teacher and police reviews,. and sponsored regular meetings among
teachers, administrators,.and local police. An evaluation of the School Safety
Program found a 50% reduction in incidents that had required calls to law
enforcement, mainly assault related behaviors, at a school utilizing the model,
while there was only a small reduction in a s.chool not using the model.
Another indication of effectiveness was that threats to teachers decreased by
17% at an intervention school but increased by 5% in a school without the
program.
6. Resolving Conflict Creatively Program (RCCP), a K-12 program, was an
initiative of Educators for Social Responsibility. In over 200 schools nationwide, it was a demonstrated model that cultivated the emotional, social, and
ethical development of children through teaching the concepts and skills Qf
conflict ·resolution and group relations. The model included a multi-level
approach of professional development for staff, regular classroom instruction ·
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for students, peer mediation, and conflict resolution and bias awareness
training for parents and school administrators. The Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention conducted a rigorous evaluation ofRCCP which
revealed a significant positive impact on students who had received a
substantial amount of instruction of the ·model's curriculum.
7. Life Skills Training (LST) was a demonstrated model for students in
grades 7-9. The model is for mixed ethnic students containing 15 sessions
for

ih

grade students, 10 sessions for 8th grade students, and 5 sessions for 9th

grade students. The students were taught personal self-management skills,
general soci~l skills, drug resistance skills, coping strategies, assertiveness,
and decision-making skills. These skills were taught to the students by either
adults or peer leaders. Results have shown reduced excessive drinking and
weekly marijuana use.
8. The Coca-Cola Valued Youth Program was a demonstrated model that paid
·middle and high school students who were behind in grade level or had been
retained for o_ne or more years to tutor elementary students. The tutors
received extra academic help in preparation of tutoring the younger students.
The main goals of the program were to stress the importance and value of
education to the tutors, and to increase their bonding to their school. The
evaluation research found that after two years, only 1% of the participants.had
dropped out of school, compared to 12% of the comparison students.
9. Peer Culture Development (PDC) was a demonstrated model for junior and
high school students. The program was a for-credit class for at-risk students

35

,'.'·\·-·,

run by counselors. The assumptions of the program were that peers had an
enormous amount of influence over one another and that peer influence could
be positive; self-confidence may be gained by being of service tq others; and
finally, that adolescents who learned how to positively solve their own
problems could help others with theirs by sharing their experiences. Classes
were conducted

as a group counseling session in which problems were

addressed and resolved. An evaluation found that PDC students showed
a 44% reduction in police contacts, while the control group showed a 36%
increase in police contacts during the same time period. All PDC schools
showed a 55% or greater reduction in the number of property offenses on
campus (vandalism or locker break-ins), about a '66% reduction in the number
of personal offenses (robbery, physical assaults, rape, and fights), and a 43%
reduction in gang activity.
10. The Self-Enhancement Program was a demonstrated program for children
·ages 7-18 based on a relationship model. Appropriate behavior was taught
.through classroom education using conflict resolution and anger management
techniques that upheld six standards_ of conduct. Educational exposure trips to
hospital trauma centers and juvenile detention centers were part of the
program. Continuous mentoring and anti-violence programs occurred for the
students during their pre-adolescent and adolescent years. The program was
found effective in reducing handgun and other weapon carrying and fighting.
These programs were designated as demonstrated ~ue to evaluations that have had
proven solid evidence of effectiveness. The Annual Report on School Safety (U.S.
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Department of Justice and the U.S. Department of Education, 1998) also repo~ed some ·
promising models. Several of those included as promising models were; School
Resource Officer Programs, Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
(preventing violence through architectural design and space management), Gang Risk
· Intervention Program (GR.re), Gang Resistance Education and Training (GREAT), and
Healing the Hate: A National Hate Crime Prevention Curriculum.
As with all programs; effectiveness is only determined through thorough
evaluati~n. Violence prevention programs on school campuses are not exempt from this
important elefi?-eht. Flannery (1998) agreed that there are many types of violence
prevention programs in schools, with many demonstrating sigris of success. However,
funders who provide resources for programs and schools will not know how to choose
•them unless quality evaluation data are available to show effectiveness.
Flannery presented four basic types of evaluation that can be integrated into even .
existing structures of schools and prevention programs. The first was needs assessment,

mfonnative evaluation. This assessment helped the school determine its needs regarding
a school violence prevention program. The second type of evaluation was outcome ·
evaluation. Outcome evaluation answered the question of what had changed since the
jmplementation of the prevention program. The third type of evaluation waS process
evaluation. This attempted to address the questions of what worked best and why. The
last type of evaluation was cost-benefit analysis, which addressed questions of cost
effectiveness. And as with any evaluation process, three basic strategies for collecting
.

.

information about program effectiveness were needed. These were: (a).collection of
outcome data prior to the prevention implementation; (b) assessment, if possible, of a
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comparison group not exposed to the prevention; and (c) the random assignment of
students to the treatment group or control group. The violence prevention programs that
have shown to be successful have had a comprehensive evaluation process as a major
component.

Effects of Violence and Victimization
The problem of exposure to violence is a concern to parents, school officials,
community leaders, and mental health care providers. Mazza and Overstreet (2000)
reported research results that stated that a vast majority of junior and high school students
· have either witnessed or been victims of violence. Whether the violence that students
were exposed to was ~t school or in their community, the effects were adverse and
d

sometimes long lasting. Osofsky (1995) stated that the impact of violence on children
depended on their level of exposure, the child's age and developmental stage, the family
. and community context where the violence occurred, and the availability of the family
and community support re~ources. Children who were victims of violence or witnesses of
· . violence were likely to exhibit one or more of the following symptoms o~ behaviors: fear,
·iow self-esteem, worried ab~ut being safe, depression, sleeplessness~ withdrawal,
psychosomatic symptoms -(headaches, stomachaches, backaches), mental disorders
(neurosis, anxiety), eating disorders, suicidal tendencies, and post traumatic stress
disorder. Children who were victims of direct violence were impacted more severely
· than those who were indirectly exposed to violence.
Grogger (1997) pointed out that one of the principle findings of the consequence
of students exposed to school violence was that students who feared attack or violence at
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school, or who had been attacked, w~re more likely to stay home for reasons other than
illness. Students who feared for their safety at school had a difficult time concentrating.
Common consequences of school violence, including those students who had been
attacked at school or feared going to school, were difficulty concentrating on academics,
increased absences from school, and falling behind which resulted in a greater risk of
dropping out. However, it is important to know more about how school violence affects
student performance~
Grogger (1997) also stated that estimating th~ effects of violence and
victimization raisecl several important issues. One issue was how violence on the part of
one student affected the educational attainment of others. Grogger's High School and
Beyond (HSB) study of roughly 15,000 provided data on student's educational attainment
and principal's reports of school violence. One of the significant results of Grogger's
study was a strong negative correlation between local violence and high school
graduation. Students in schools with moderate levels of violence were 5.1 percentage
points less likely to graduate from high school than those students in schools with low
levels of violence. Stude~ts from schools with the highest reported rate of violence were
5.7 percentage points less likely to graduate. Overall, the sample dropout rate was· 21 %.
Moderate violence in a school raised the dropout risk rate to 24% and more substantial
violence raised the dropout risk rate to 27%.
Another significant result of Grogger's study was that serious violence lowered
the likelihood of attending college by 15.9 percentage points. Even schools with minor
violence, a problem faced by nearly two-thirds of all public schools, reduced ~ollege
attendan~e rates by 3.9 percentage .points. The larger effects of school violence on
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college attendance may have had to do with the effects of violence on achievement, since
lower achievement could have made it harder for students who graduated from high
school to gain admission to college.
Grogger's (1997) results presented 1n the HSB study provided support for the
hypotheses that school and neighborhood violence affected the educational attainment of
students. The results also suggested that policies to reduce local violence could have
important effects on educational attainment. In particular, the results provided support
_for law enforcement policies that could reduce violence both inside and outside of school.
. Recent school tragedies and many previous episodes of school violence have
involved the issues of bullying and revenge (Spivak & Ptothrow-Smith, 2001). Bullying
must be a component of violence prevention for all concerned about the health of
children and youth. Nansel, Overpeck, Pilla, Ruan,-Simons-Morton, and Scheidt, (2001)
observed the psychosocial adujstment in relation to being bullied or bullying. Nansel et
al. rel?orted that research examining characteristics of youth involved in bullying has
consistently found that both bullies and those bullied had demonstrated poorer psychosocial functioning than those not _involved in bullying. Bullying youths tended to
demonstrate higher levels of conduct problems and dislike of school. Bullied youths
demonstrated higher levels of insecurity, depression, anxiety, loneliness, unhappiness,
low self-esteem, and physical and mental symptoms. Those youths who both b1:1llied and
were bullied were found to exhibit the poorest psycho-social functioning overall.
Fighting was positively associated with all three groups, those bullied, those who bullied,
and those who reported both bullying and being bullied. Alcohol use was positively
associated with bullying, but negatively associated with being bullied. Smoking and
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academic achievement were associated with both bullying and those who both bullied
and were bullied. Poor relationships with classmates were associated with both those
bullied and those who both bullied and were bullied, yet the ability to make friends was
· negatively related to being bullied and positively related to bullying others. The
prevalence of bullying observed in the Nansel et al. study suggested the importance of
bullying preventive and interventive research. This would require "a solid understanding
of the social and environmental factors that facilitate and inhibit bullying and peer
aggression" (p. 2100).
Albrektsen, Natvig, and Qvamstrom-(2001) conducted a study to determine
psychosomatic symptoms of victims of bullying. They examined the association between
being a victim of bullying and psychosomatic health of 856 Norwegian school
adolescents aged 13-15. ·1n the study, the researchers examined whether being victimized
could act as an indepe~dent explanatory factor of psychosomatic symptoms, when
different social, personal, and other stress-related experiences were adjusted. Students
who were bullied sometimes or more frequently during their last term of school had
significantly high~r odds of every psychosomatic symptom except sleeplessness,
compared to those who reported they were never exposed to bullying.
The Albrektsen et al. (2001) study observed that "a consistent and rather strong
association between experience of being bullied and the risk of physical as well as
psychological symptoms" (p. 372). Also observed was a highly significant increase in
the number of symptoms with an increased exposure to bullying. The significant doseresponse relationship indicated a causal effect of bullying victimization and
psychosomatic symptoms. The highest odds ratio for victimization and symptoms was

41

!"

J

seen in relation to feeling sad. The most frequent symptom reported amongst victims
was irritability. It was also found that girls in generalreported more multiple symptoms
than boys. The degree of victimization for girls was the factor of most relevant
importance for predicting the number of symptoms until an adjustment was made for
stress-related factors. -When the model was adjusted, school distress was a stronger
predictor than the degree of victimization for girls. However for boys, these two (actors,
school distress and victimization were of similar importance for boys. Albrektsen, et al.
(2001) concluded from their study that due to the serious health consequence on students
who reported being victimized that there needs to be. an increase in health promotion in
effective measures and interventions to address bullying.
The literature clearly pointed ·out that there are wide ranging reasons why both
mental health and health care professionals should be concerned ab~ut school bullying
· and victimization. Chessen (1999) pointed out that ''bullying is so common that all
doctors having contact with children are likely to see some who are being bullied or are
bullies" (p. 3). Children who complain of or experience somatic problems such as
headaches, stomachaches, bedwetting, and sleeplessness may in fact be victims of
bullying at school. Chessen stressed the importance that interagency collaboration
address this problem.

Overview of Osceola County
The Florida Department of Education desired to implement a system to accurately
determine the school safety issues school districts in the state faced. In order for school
.districts to make systematic improvements to the safety and welfare of their schools, it
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was necessary for schools to accurately record all serious incidents of crime, violence and
disruption that occurred in the school environment.
The School Environmental Safety Incident Reporting (SESIR) system was
e~tablished for consistent recording and int~rpretation of violent and disruptive incidents.
There were 21 incidents· established and defined that all school districts would utilize for
reporting. However, variations and inconsistencies by districts in reporting incidents
resulted in reports that were npt accurately indicative ofsafety incidents through out the
state.
In November of2001 the Division of Public Schools and Community Education
distributed to all district superintendents and school level principals the School
Environmental Safety Incident Reporting (SESIR) Definitions and Guidelines to assist in
accurately categorizing the 21 incidents. It was important for school level administrators
to be aware and understand the differences between SESIR reporting and discipline data
coll~ction. S_ESIR was to be reported per incident, not per stu~ent. The accurate ·
reporting allowed districts to make meaningful comparisons over time in determining the
effectiveness of intervention and preventj.on measures to improve the health, safety and
welfare of the students in.the district.
The most recent demographic data obtainable according to the Florida
Department of Education Division of Public. Schools and Community Education Bureau
of Equity, Safety and School Support (2002), was that there were 38,269 students
enrolled in the School District of Osceola County during the 2000-01 school year. Of the
· 38,269 enrolled students, 10,551 were high school students. There were 5,114-female
students and 5,437males. Males comprised 51.5% of the total enrollment and females
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comprised 48.5% of the district's students. The ethnic breakdown for the total student
enrollmenfwas composed of 48.6% Cauc;asian, 37.7% Hispanic, 9.7% AfricanArilerican, 2.8% Asian/Pacific Islander, .98% multi-racial, and .14% Indian/Alaskan.
'

'

However, according to the Research, Evaluation, and Accountability Department
(2002) for The School District of Osceola Cotinty, data was available as of the fall of
2002 when the study's instrument was administered to the sample. In the fall of2002
there were 11,153 high school students enrolled in Osceola County. schools. Males
comprised 51.5% of.the total enrollment and females comprised 48.5% of the district's
students. T~e ethnic breakdown for the total student enrollment was composed of 43 .3 %
.Caucasian, 41.8% Hispanic, 9.3% African-American, 2.4% Asian/Pacific Islander, and
3.2% other ethnicity, including multi-racial. As an indication of the growth being
experienced by the School District of Osceola County, there was an increase of 602 high
school students from the end of the 2001 school year to the beginning of the 2002-03
school year.

\

The Florida Department of Education published the SES IR Incident Summaries
for each Florida public school districts for the 1998-99, 1999-00, and the 2000-01-school
years June 2002. The report included incident. summaries, incident totals, trends by
categories, discipline data and discipline trends for each school district in the state.
Table 1 depicts the SES IR totals for 8 disruptive incident categories for the School
District of Osceola·County for the 1998-99, 1999-00, and the 2000-01 school years.
The data presented inconsistencies in most categories during the three-year
period. Seven of the 8 categories showed an increase from the 1998-99 to.the 1999-00
school year followed by a decrease in the 2000-01 school year. Only Weapons
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Possession had a continuous increase during the three-year period. Analysis of the data
depicted a substantial decrease in the category of Disorderly Conduct. That decrease may
have been due to clarification of types of actions that should have been reported in that
category (Florida Department of Education Division of Public Schools and Community
Education Bureau of Equity, Safety and School Support, 2002). Statewide, schools had
been r~porting minor disorderly conduct in classrooms when they should have only been
reporting serious campus disruptions such as bomb threats in this category. SESIR
definitions and guidelines were given to school adminis~ators in November of 2001
clarifying in which categories specific infractions were to be reported. Inconsistencies
across all incident categories may have occurred due to inaccurately reporting of
inci<l:ents prior to the clarifying definitions provided to school districts in November of ·
2001.
The Florida Department of Education administers federal Safe and Drug-Free
Schools (SDFS) funds to Florida's local education agencies (LEAs) so that they may
provide alcohol and other drug prevention education and violence prevention initiatives
for the students. The LEAs included all 67 school districts within Florida, four university
lab schools, and the Florida School for the Deaf and the Blind;· There was $10,150,917
allocated to the LEAs for SDFS programs for the 1999-00 school year~ TitleN,
Improving America's Schools Act of 1994, required that the funds be spent for
comprehensive Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug (ATOD) use and violence prevention
programs t~at benefited all students PK-12.
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Table 1
· Osceola County School District High School SESIR Totals (Incidents per 1,000 students)

. 1998-99
33,702

1999-00
35,594

2000-01
38,269

Violent acts against Persons·
Homicide
Sexual Battery
Robbery
Battery
Kidnapping

8.28
0.00
0.09
0.24
7.95
0.00

9.13
0.00
0.20
0.42
8.51
0.00

6.27
0.00
0.08
0.29
5.91
0.00

Alcohol, Tobacco, Other Drugs
Drugs
Alcohol
Tobacco

9.32
1.57
0.24
7.51

9.89
2.25
0.39
8.51

7.63
1.99
0.89
4.76

Property
Breaking·/Entering

9.05
0.03

·9.44
0.22

7.32
0.50

Larceny/Theft
Motor Vehicle Theft
Arson
Vandalism

4.78
0.03
0.18
4.04

4.19
0.00
0.11
4.92

2.85
0.00
0.42

Harassment
Threat/Intimidation.
Sexual harassment

11.66
10.00
1.66

19.67
16.72

2..95

12.73
10.01
2.72

Other Non-Violent Incidents
Sexual Offense
Trespassing
Other Major

5.28
1.60
0.33
3.35

9.55
1.63
0.87
7°.05

8.94
0.94
0.37
7.63

Fighting

28.90

36.64

26.91

Disorderly Conduct

17.15

20.48

9.59

Weapons possession

1.39

1.83

2.17

-91.03

116.62

81.55

School Year
S~dent Population

Total Incidents
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3.55

The Florida Safe and D~g-Free Schools Program State Report for 1999-00
(2001) reported the five most frequently used Safe and Drug-Free Schools (SDFS)
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug (ATOD) prevention curricula during the 1999-00 by
the LEAs. The five most frequently used at the high school level state-wide were
(duplicate numbers indic3:ted ties in the number ofLEAs using the program):
1. Life Management Skills (17)
2. Clear Choices (10) ·
3. Red Ribbon Week Campaign (ll)
4. Life Skills Training (7)
5. Not on Tobacco (6)
School Resource Officer Lectures/Training (6)
Substance Abuse Education Infusion Curriculum - Social Studies (6)
Students Against Destructive Decisions (SADD) (6)
The five SDFS violence prevention curricula most frequently used at the high
school level in the Florida LEAs during the 1999-00 school year were:
1. Conflict Resolution (17)

2. . Peer Mediation (11)
3. Consequences of Crime (9)
4. Getting to Win Win (8)
5. School Resource Officer Lecture/Training (5), and Character Counts (5)
The Florida Safe and Drug-Free Schools Program State Report for 1999-00
(2001) reported a total of 82 ATOD prevention curricula used at the high school level by
the LEAs in the state. Of the 82 programs listed, the School District of Osceola County
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only utilized 3 of these programs. The three programs used within the school district
were: Heroine Curriculum, Making Life Choices, and Smart Living. This compared
similarly to the number of ATOD Curriculum_ programs reported used by other Central
Florida school districts. Orange County high schools used three programs, Polle County
used two programs, Seminole County used three programs, and Lake County high
schools utilized two ATOD curricula programs.
Of-the 55 available violence prevention curricula reported in The Florida Safe and .
Drug-Free Schools Program State Report for 1999-00 (2001) that were used state-wide at
the high school level by Florida LEAs during the 1999-00, the School District of Osceola
County only utilized 4 of these programs. These prevention curricula programs used
were: Big Changes Big Choices Video Series, Conflict Resolution, Peace Talles Video
S~ries, and Skillstreaming. In comparison, Orange County reported using no high school
violence prevention curricula, Polle County reported the use of two programs, Seminole
County reported the use of two, while Lake County reported the use of one violence· ·
prevention curriculum at the high school level.

Summary
It was concluded from this review of literature that violence on school campuses
has declined during the 1990s. Regardless of the sensationalized media coverage of
tragic events that occurred on campuses in the late 1990s, there have been indications that
violence has decreased_ on school campuses.
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention's (Centers for Disease Control,
2001) YRBS, which ass'essed the prevalence of health risk behaviors by high school
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students, pointed out several risk behaviors decreased from 1991 to 1999 that pertained to
this study. Those that decreased were: students. carrying a gun during the past 30 days,
students carrying a weapon on school campus during the past 30 days, students that were
involved in a physical fight more than one time during the 12 months preceding the
survey, and those involved in a physical fight on campus during the prior 12 months
preceding the survey decreased from 16.2% in 1993 to 14.2% in 1999.
The risk be~aviors that increased during the period between 1991 and 1999 were:
lifetime. map.juana use, and students who used cocaine at least one time or more during
the 30 days preceding the survey. Over the years, some risk behaviors have
demonstrated inconsistent .patterns of change between 1991 and 1999. · Two of those were
the percentage of students who felt too unsafe to go to school one or more times during
the 30 days prior to the survey; and those who were threa~ened or. injured with a weapon
on school property one or more times during the 12 months preceding the survey.
There were also a number of studies on student weapon carrying conducted
(Jenkins, 1997; Rountree, 2000). Rountree's (2000) study moved toward generalizability
by comp¢ng student weapon carrying in three economically, geographically, and·
culturally distinct communities in Kentucky. The significant findings of the study
sugg~sted that there were few differences regarding weapon carrying across context. It
was found that peer weapon carrying as well as criminal lifestyle were important
predictors of students carrying weapOJ:?-S to school regardless of community context. The.
study provided evidence t~at these factors were impactful across diverse contexts. The
,

I

study also offered support to the generalizabilty of explanatory- models of student weapon
carrying.
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Jenkins' ( 1997) study of general school misconduct had important implications
for school weapon carrying. School bond was found to be important in explaining
school crime. Particularly significant was that commitment to .school and belief in school
rules were inversely related to school crime. Involvement in school-related activities was
'least predictive of school crime.
Bullying was another prevalent prolilem on school campuses. Research on
bullying revealed interesting information regar~g how students perceived the causes
. and outcomes of bullying and how they reacted to bullying around them (Banks., 2002).
One example cited was a survey conducted in the Midwest that found a strong majority
of students believed that the victims of bullying were at least partially responsible for
bringing on the bullying themselves.
While the rate of school crime has decreased, students seen_tlngly felt less safe at
school than in the past. In 1989, 6% of students nationwide, ages 12-19 reported that
either sometime, or most of the time, fe·aredthat they may be attacked or harmed at
school. By 1995 that percentage rose to 9%, as reported by the National Center for
Educational Statistics (Bilchik, 2000). Regardless of how infrequent the incidents, crime
at school involving students or teachers ·contributes to a climate of fear. This fear erodes
the quality of the educational experience at any school.
Regardless of the information found. in the literature stating that violence on
school campuses is declining, it. was still found to be a serious problem. The review of
literature presented a number of model preventive and interventive programs found to be
both promising and demonstrated in reducing violent behavior on school campuses
through out the country. The State of Florida has 82 Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug
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prevention curricula and 55 available viol~nce prevention curricula used at the high
school level by the school districts in the state~· It was the intent ofthi~ study to
determine which violence prevention.programs provided high school students with a
sense of security and what measures would make them feel more welcome and secure ..
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CHAPTER3

METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This chapter describes the methodology and procedures used to conduct this
study. The collection and analysis of survey data served to capture pertinent information
as provided by high school students in Osceola County, Florida. The chapter is divided
into the following ~ections: (a) conceptual framework, (b) the survey instrument, (c) the
population and sample, ( d) data collection, and (e) data analysis.
The purposes of the study were to determine what factors contributed to high
school students' s_ense of security at school and the measures that school leaders could
put in place to increase students' sense of safety. The study was guided by the following
research questi,ons:
1. What issues do high school students perceive as the most serious safety concerns
while at school?
2. What is the relati~nship between students' perceived sense of safety and whether
they have been bullied or victimized at school?
3. What perceived school violence intervention or prevention measures would
increase high school students' sense of safety at school?
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4. What is the relationship between students' opinion of school and their perceived
sense of safety at school?
5. What is the relationship between students' experiences at school and students'
decision to carry a weapon to school?

The Survey Instrument
In order t9 identify data necessary for this study, the researcher developed an
instrument titled "Safety Climate Survey'' (Appendix A). The purpose of the survey was
to determine factors that contributed to high school stude~ts' sense of security at school,
and measures school administrators could put in place that would increase students' sense
ofsec~ty.
The instrument was conceptualized around three main constructs. The first
construct was the opinion and. attachment students have of, and for, school. This
construct was based on Hirschi's Control Theory (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1995). When
students do not feel attachment and acceptance at school their chance· of deviating from
authority and social conventions is much higher. Items 1-10 on the survey served to
identify respondents' opinions of their school. A 4-point Likert scale was utilized to
identify degree of agreement ranging from Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, to Strongly
Disagree.
The second construct was developed to address students'_ personal sense of safety
at school. This study was conducted to examine student's personal experiences at school
and how they related to their sense of safety. Students in schools where violence occurs
are not focused on academics or even stay in school. When students and teachers are
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entrenched in a culture of violence they become more concerned about their safety rather
than education. Violent incidents and the threat of violence at school negatively affects
·students and the educational process as a whole. Fear and feelings of being unsafe at
school cause students to miss school and participate less in their educational process .
(Hamberg, 1998). Items 11-23 on the survey elicited information on experiences the
respondents had at school. Variables addressed in this section were
bullying/victimization, weapon carrying, and drugs. A 4-point Likert scale is utilized to
identify frequency of experiences ranging from Frequently (4 or· more times),
Occasionally (2-3 times), Once, to Never.
The third construct was based on what measures would increase high school
students' sense of safety at school. In items 24--- 35, respondents identified safety
measures that inay make students .feel safer at school. A 4-point Likert scale is utilized to
identify degree of agreement ranging from Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, to Strongly
Disagree. The survey instrument also inquired as to what the respondents felt were the
most serious safety concerns and what measures they felt their school administrators
could implement to alleviate their concerns.
The instrument was designed to specifically require that student respondents
provide either a positive or a negative response. The choice of neutral or no opinion was
intentionally excluded. This forced choice was intended to maximize viable data for
analysis.
Howard's (2001) dissertation on student perceptions of school violence
influenced the selection of demographic variables important to the study of student
perceptions of violence at school. Variables included were gender, age, participation in
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extracurricular activities and a~hletics, ethnicity, length of attendance at school, and
parent's highest level of education.
Reliability tests were conducted on the three main constructs of the survey.
Chronbach's coefficient alpha was selected to calculate the internal consistency of each
construct. Reliability coefficients using Chronbach's alpha were: Opinions of School (7
items; alpha= .7531), Experiences at.School (13 items; alpha= .8541); and Safety
Measures (12 items; alpha= .84:39). Table 2 depicts the survey items as they address the
respective research questions.

Table2
Research Questions/Survey Items Relationship

Research Questions

Survey Items

Research Question 1

36-40

Research Question 2:
Safety
Victimization
. Research Question 3
Research Question 4
Safety
Opinion of School
Research Question 5
Experiences at School
Weapon Carrying

. 5, 16
11, 12, 13, 14, 21, 22, 23

4, 24-35

5, 16

.
1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8,

.

9, 10

12 - 15
17, 18, 19,20,45,46
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Population and Sample
The population of this study was comprised of all students enrolled in the public
high sc~ools in the School District of Osceola County, Florida. As of fall of 2002, the
School District of Osceola County had an enrollment of 40,452 students. The ethnic
composition of the total student enrollment wa~ composed of 43.3% white, 9.3% African,,

American, 41.8% Hispanic, .2% Indian/Alaskan, 2.4% Asian/Pacific Islander, and 3.1 %
multi-racial. Males comprised 51.5% of the total enrollment and females comprised
48.5% of the district's students.
There were six secondary schools in the district us·ed in this study: Gateway High
School, Osceola High School, Poinciana High School, St. Cloud High School,
Professional and Technical High School, and New Dimensions High School. Celebration,
a K-12 school that is located in the community of Celebration, Florida, was excluded
from the study. The majority of the students who attend the school reside in the town of
Celebration, a predominately high socioeconomic community. The student population
varies dramatically from the diverse populations attending the other six high schools in
the s~hool district.
The enrolled 11,153 high school students from the above mentioned schools
comprised the population for this study. The ethnic breakdown for the secondary school
students in the School District of Osceola County closely mirrored that of the entire
student enrollment. The composition of the secondary students was: 46.8% White, 9.4%
African-American, 39.3% Hispanic, 0.17% Indian/Alaskan, 3.2% Asian/Pacific Islander,
and 1.1 % multi-raciaL The percentage of male students was 51.1 and the percentage of
females was 48.9.
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To determine the sample of the population thatparticipated in the study, the
researcher analyzed the curriculum for secondary students in Osceola County t9 find a
commonality among all six high schools. It was determined that all high schools in the
school district offered English I, English n, English III, and English IV to the general
secondary student population. Students in advanced placement language arts classes,
honors level language arts classes and Level I courses were not included in the sample.
Therefore, one English I, English II, English ID, and English IV from each of the six high
schools became the cluster sample for the study. School administrators from each school
provided a contact name and the researcher coordinated with the contact person to select
the four classes on each campus for the survey administration. The sample consisted of
approximately 760 students, or 6.8% of the total population.

Data Collection
Permission was granted to the researcher by Blame Muse, the Superintendent of
Schools in Osceola County prior to initiating the study. It was clearly stated and
understood that although the schools that participated would be identified, individual
student respondents would remain confidential.
Once support for the study was garnered from the Osceola County
Superintendent, the survey instrument (Appendix A), parental consent letter Appendix
·D), and the student assent letter (Appendix E) were submitted in February 2002 to the
University of Central Florida's Institutional Review Board for approval. The use of
minors in the sample required full examination by the Review Board. The approval was
granted (See Appendix F).
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The participating_ ~econdary school principals in the district were made aware of
the study and support of the study was requested by the superintendent. Letters were sent
via the school district courier to the school admit1:istrators stating the time period of the
actual survey administration (Appendix C). The researcher requested an English
Department liaison of each of the six the administrator at the participating schools to
assist in coordinating the process. Contact was made August 2002 with each school
liaison for the administration of the survey.
The survey was administered to one class of English I, English II, English ill, and
English N at each of the six high-schools in the study population. One week prior to the
actual administration of the survey,.the researcher met with all participating classes and
explained the purpose of the study. Students in the designated classes were given the
parent informed consent letters to·be taken home to be signed.by parent/guardians. The
English teachers collected the parental consent forms and. submitted them to the
researcher. The researcher returned a week later to personally adnup.ister the survey .
The actual administration day consisted ·of the researcher administering the survey
to each student that submitted a signed parent informed consent form. The researcher
read the student assent letter to those participating students and answered any of their
questions. It was stressed to students that confidentiality would be maintained and that
the results would be used to make school safety improvements on their campus and at
schools across the school district. The survey instructions were then read to the
participating students by the researcher. The respondents were then asked if they had any
questions about the study or the procedures to complete the survey; and respondents'

questions were answered by the researcher. Students then completed the surveys and
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returned them to the researcher. Of the 760 students in the sample receiving parental
permission forms, 354 or 46.6% returned the permission forms.
Table ~ presents the population group for each participating high school and the
number of students who actually completed surveys at each of the participating high
schools.. There was some variation in the participation rate among the six participating
high schools. Schools ranged in participation percentage rate from 37.1 % (Gateway High
School) to 66.3% (New Dimensions High School) of the students in the targeted·
population.

Table 3
· Number and Percentage of Retiuned Survey Responses per School

Population
Size

Number
· Responding

Percentage
Responding

New Dimensions High School

80

53

66.3

Gateway High School

140

52

37.1

Osceola High School

140

58

41.4

St. Cloud High School

140

70

50.0

Poinciana High School

140

72

51.1

Professional and Techl!ical High School

120

49

40.8

.Total Survey Sample Response Rate

760

354

46.6

High.School

Table 4 presents the percentage rate of participation from each school based on
the entire survey sample. Sample distribution percentages ranged from 13.·8%
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(Professional and Technical High School) to 20.3~ (Poinciana High School). The 354.
student respondents in this study represents 3.4% of all high school students enrolled in
The School District of Osceola County.
Upon administration and collection of surveys at all six participating high schools,
survey responses were entered into SPSS for analysis by the researcher.

Table4
Overall Participation Percentage Rate of Each School
Number of
Participating
Students

Percentage of
Participating
Students

New Dimensions High School

53

15.0

Gateway High School

52

14.7

Osceola High School

58

16.4

. St. Cloud High School_

70

19.8

Poinciana High School

72

20.3

.Professional and Technical High School

49

13.8

354

100

Participating School

·Total Sample Size

Analysis of Data
This study was conducted to analyze high school students' perceptions of school
safety based on their opinions of and their experiences at their high school. The
researcher also examined interventive and preventive measures that would increase
students' sense of safety at school. Data were collected from each lJ.Sable survey
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returned. All statistical computations were performed at the University of Central Florida
using Statistical Package for Social Sciences for Windows, Version 9.0. No assumptions
were made about the data except that the data were nominal. The following statistical
tests were utilized to analyze the data to· avoid any assumption of interval data or
normality of distribution. Though conservative, .the statistical tests applied were used in
an attempt to maintain consistency and integrity since the scales used in the survey
instrument varied between sections. The probability value for all statistical analyses in
this study was set at the .05 level.
With regard to Research Question 1 as to what iss1,1es those high school students
perceived as the most serious safety concerns while at school, items 36-40 of the survey
e~cited a ranking of five school safety'issues. Respondents were asked ·to rank them in
order, with 1 being the most serious concern and 5 being the least serious concern.
Frequencies and percentages of responses were analyzed to determine which concern was
rated most frequently. The safety concern that garnered the highest number of responses
rated "l" would indicate what respondents perceived as.the most serious safety concern ·
on their campus. The concern with the second highest frequency rating of '~1" would ·
~t

{'

indicate the second most serious safety concern.. Analysis would determine the ·
seriousness of all five issues in order of respondents' ratings. The data analysis
presented herein sought to determine if there was one overwhelming safety concern for
high school students in Osceola County, Florida, or a specific concern for each individual
campus.
Research Question 2 sought to determine if there was a relationship between
students' own victimization at school and how safe they perceived themselves while at
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school. For this question, as well as for Research Questions 4 and 5, the researcher chose
to use the chi-square test for two-way design. The purpose of the chi-square test for twoway design was to determine whether two variables were independent of one another.
With analysis calculated by SPSS, the chi-square test of two-way design, or Chi Square
Test of Independence was utilized to establish whether a statistically significant
relationship existed between variables. The researcher would then analyze the phi
coefficient computed from the chi-square test to determine the strength of-the relationship
between variables (Shavelson, 1996). ·

fu regard to Research Question 2, as to the relationship between students'
perceived sense of safety and whether they have been bullied or victimized at school,
students' sense of safety (survey item 5) and survey items concerning bullying and
victimization (survey items 11, 12, 13, 14, 20, 21, 22, and 23) were entered into chisquare analyses using SPSS for Windows 9.0. This test of significance was used to
provide an objective measure to estimate the statistical significance of associations
between the "I feel safe at school" variable and the eight victimization variables and to
error.. The chi-square
value was used
rule out that the correlation is a result of s3.11:1pling
.
..
,

.

.

'

.

::.,:.·.,:·.

..

.

,

' ,·.· :·:.<:: ··..

to indicate if there was a statistically significant relationship between each victimization

'
variable and the variable "I feel safe at school." .The Phi Coefficient presented in the
statistical test results indicated the strength of this relationship. The higher, closer to 1,
the phi coefficient, the stronger was the relationship between variables.
Data obtained in Part 3 (survey items 24-35) of the survey were analyzed to
.

'

.

.

.

answer Research Question 3 addressing perceived school violence intervention or
prevention measures that would increase high school students' sense of safety at school.
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Respondents were asked to rate violence intervention/prevention programs or initiatives
that were recognized from the literature review as to whether the measure would increase
.their sense of safety at school. A 4-point Likert scale was utiliz~d to identify degree of
.· agreement ranging from Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree;to Strongly Disagree. Mean
scores were calculated for each me~ure. A maximum mean score of 4 points would
· indicate the strongest agreement that the intervention would increase a student's
perceived sense of security at school, while l point would indicate the least .likelihood or
the strongest disagre~ment that the safety measure would increase sense of safety. Mean
scores would be presented in descending order to report the interventions students
perceived would most increase their safety to the intervention that was indicated as least
likely to increase their perceived sense of safety.
Relative to Research Question 4 as to the relationship between students' opinion
of school and their perceived sense of safety at school, chi square tests ofindependence
were once again used for the student's sense of safety variable (survey item 5) and survey
'

.

·:_:,,

items concerning the student's personal opinion of his or her school (survey items 1, 2, 3,
4, 6, 7, 8,. 9, an~.1~). ~ inRes~~ch Question 2, the chi-square value would indicate if
.· :_ .·,::,

.· ~- ::·:~;:~·:<\~;·:,. .: -~~- ::.'~-..~'

there ·was a stati~tic~lly significant :relationship between each opinion variable and the
·varia~le "I feel safe at school." The phi coefficient p~esented in the statistical test results
would indicate the strength of this relationship.
Research Question 5 addressed the relationship between a student's experiences at
school and his or her decision to carry a weapon to school. In order to answer this
'

'

'

question, survey item 17, which asked respondents if they ever brought a weapon to
school, was entered into a chi square test of independence along with survey items 12 -
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15, 18 -23, and 45 and 46, which indicated students' experiences at school including
victimization. Results were analyzed to determine relationships. As with the previous
questions, the chi-square value presented in the test results would indicate if there was a
statistically significant relationship between each victimization variable and the variable
"Have you ever brought a weapon to school?" The researcher analyzed the phi
coefficient value presented in the statistical test to obtain knowledge of the strength of
this relationship.

Summary

In this chapter, the research design and methodology employed in this study has
been described An introduction was provided with the purpose of the study, and the ·
guiding research questions were reviewed•. The primary focus of the study was to
determine what factors contributed to high school students' sense of security at school,
and to ascertain students' perceptions ofinterventions, that if put in place, would increase
their feelings of security.
The Safety Climate Survey developed by the researcher was comprised of 4 parts.
In section one of the survey student respondents answered items concerning their
personal opinions of school, including a question that asked them if they felt safe at
school (item 5). This survey question was pertinent to analyses for Research Questions 2
and 4. Section two contained questions about the students' personal experiences at
I

school, which revolved around victimization. T~is section also contained a question
asking students if they had ever carried a weapon to school (item 17), which contributed
to analysis for Research Question 5. Section three of the survey required students to give
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their opinion as to whether a variety of safety initiatives would increase their sense of
safety at school. Data from this section were used to address Research Question 3.
Section four of the survey asked respondents to rate five school safety issues as to their
perceived seriousness on their campus. Data from this section were utilized to address
Research Question 1. The final section of the survey contained demographic items.
To address the research questions guiding this study, several types of analyses
were conducted using SPSS. Chi square tests, crosstabulations, ·phi coefficients,
frequencies and descriptive statistics were analyzed for Research Questions 2, 4, and 5.
Descriptive statistics were utilized for Research Questions 1 and 3.
The analysis of data will be presented in Chapter 4 .and a summary of conclusions
drawn from the data analysis as well as resulting implications and recommendations for
practice and future research will be presented in Chapter ·5.
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CHAPTER4

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

introduction
Chapter 4 provides, an analysis of.the data gathered in this research study. This
chapter is divided into four major sections: Introduction, Statistical Profile of Survey
Respondents, Analysis of Data and Related ·Survey Questions, and Summary.
The purposes of this study were: (a) to determine what factors contributed to high
school students' sense of security at school, and (b) to ascertain what these students'
perceptions of interventions, that if put in place, would increase their feelings of security.
The primary focus was toward student opinions of and experiences at school that would
affect their perception as to whether or not they felt safe on campus. Also analyzed were
safety issues students felt were most prevalent on their campus and what school violence
interventions would make them feel more secure when they were at school. Data were
collected from six high schools in Osceola County, FL in the fall of 2002 The Safety
Climate Survey (see Appendix A).
The Safety Climate S_urvey was divided into five sections. The first section
contained items that addressed students' opinions of their school. The second section
addressed students' experiences at school, primarily their level of victimization. The
third section addressed safety measures that could be put in place to make campuses more
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secure. The fourth section was a ranking of the seriousness of five different safety
· concerns on school campuses nationally as determined from the review of literature.
Lastly, a demographic section was included with eight different items for student
respondents to answer.
Five research questions guided this study, as described in greater detail in
Chapter 3. Research Question 1 explored the school safety or violence issues high school
students in Osceola County perceived as the most s.~rious on their campuses. Five
current school safety/violence issues were provided in Section 4 of the instrument for
students to r ~ as the most serious to the least serious on their campus.
Research Question 2 explored victimization on campus. The relationship between
students' perceived sense of safety and whether they had ever been bullied or victimized
while at school was investigated.
Research Question 3 explored the school violence intervention and prevention
efforts that schools could put in place that would make ·students feel more secure on their
campus. Section 3 of the instrument listed school safety measures to which students
indicated a level of agreement as to whether the intervention would increase their sense
of safety.
Research Question 4 explored the relationship between high school students'
opinions of school and their perceived sense of safety at school. Section one of the
survey was comprised of 10 items that inquired of students personal opinions of their
school. Item 5 directly inquired if the respondents felt safe at school.
Research Question 5 explored the relationship between students' experiences at
school and the decision to carry a weapon to school. Section 2 provided 13 items
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discussing experiences at school, along with item 17 asking whether or not the ·
respondent had ever brought a weapon to school. Item 18 asked respondents if they knew
of others· who ever brought weapons to school, item 19 inquired if the respondent ever
considered bring a weapon, and item 20 asked if the student had ever been threatened by
someone with a weapon at school. The complete instrument is presented in Appendix A.

· Statistical Profile of Respondents
Data gathered from the-demographic section of the survey is provided in this
section. The percentage and frequency distribution shown in Table 5 presents personal
characteristics of the high school students from the School District of Osceola County,
.FL who participated in this study.
Table 6 presents comparative data for all high school students in Osceola County,
FL. Demographic percentages for the sample and the entire population differ slightly in
·percentages for gender, ethnicity and grade level. District demographics for age level
were not available for the comparison. Overall, the School District of Osceola County
. had more males than females, with males comprising 51.5% of the total high school
student population and females comprising 48.5%. The sample for this study was
comprised of 45 .5% males and 54.5% females. The need for parental consent for
participation in this study made it difficult to match the exact population demographics
and still obtain enough participation. Therefore, all students who returned parental
. consent were utilized as the sample~
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Table 5
Characteristics of High School Student Respondents from Osceola County, FL (n=354)

Characteristic
Gender
Male
Female
Ethnicity
African America
Asian
Caucasian
Hispanic
Other

Number

Percentage

161
193

45.5
54.5

27
11
144

3.1

132
39

7.6
40.8
37.4

11.0

Grade
9
10
11

91
94
75

21.2

12

93

26.3

25.8
26.6

Age

12

1
10
68
87
74
74

13
14
15

16
17
18

32

19

7

.3
2.8

19.3
24.6
21.0
21.0
9.1
2.0

Overall, the ethnic and gender percentages for the sample population of this study
compared. to the entire high school population in Osceola County were consistent enough
so that the findings of this research could be representative of the district high school
population.
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Table 6
Characteristics of High Schqol Students in Osceola County, FL (n=l 1,153)

··Characteristic

Number

Percentage·

Gender
Male
Female

5,744
5,409

51.5
48.5

·Ethnicity
African America
Asian
Caucasian
Hispanic·
Other

1,037
268
4,829
4,662
357

9.3
2.4
43.3
41.8
. 3.2

Grade
9
10
11
12

3560
3094
2641·
· 1858

31.9
27.7
23.7

16.7

Table 7 presents additional variables that were utilized in the demographics
section to address areas determined in the literature· review. that were significant to this
study. Such variables. were gender, socioeconomic status, grade, school involvement, and
length of attendance at school.:
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Table 7
Student Demographic Information - School Involvement (n=354)

.Characteristic

Number

Percentage

122
231

34.6
65.4

130
222

36.9
63.1

Involvement in School Athletics
Yes
No
Involvement in School
Club~/Organizations
Yes
No
Length of Attendance at Current School
Less than 1 year
1 year
2 years
3 years
·4 years

93
57
89.
69
43

Parent's Highest Education Level
Less than High S.chool
High School Diploma .
Technical/Trade School
2 year College
4 year College Degree
More than 4 year Degree

25
114
33
68
59
48

26.5
16.2
25.4
19.7
12.3

7.2
32.9
9.5
19.6
17.0
13.8

Research Question 1
What issues do _high school students perceive as the most serious safety
concerns while at school?
In order to provide an answer to Research Question 1, respondents were asked to
indicate in Section 4 of the survey which of the five listed school safety/violence
concerns were the most serious on their school campus. They were requested to use a ·
ranking for their campus, with "l'' being the most serious safety concern to "5" being the
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least serious safety concern. The results, displayed in Table 7, provide frequencies and
percentages for each safety concern listing the rankings given by respondents.

Table 8 ·
Ranking of Safety' Concerns

Ranking
of Safety
Issue

Weapons
(n=349).
n
%

Racial
Tension
(n=351)
n
%

Bullying
· (n=351)
n
%

Campus
Security
(n=349) ...
.n
%

Drugs
(n=350)
n
%

1

92

26.4

88

25.1.

72

,20.5

56

16.0.

3t

8.9.

2

41

·11.7

. 93

26.5

59

16.8

43

12.3

67

19.l

3

39

11.2

68

19.4

84

23.9

81

· 23.2

68

19.7

4

68

19.5

53

. 15.1

56

16.0

67

19.2

89

25.7

29.2
93
26.6
5
109
31.2
49
14.0
80
22.8
102
Note: 1 == the most serious safety concern, 2 = the second most serious concern, 3 = the
third most serious concern, 4 = the fourth most serious concern, and 5 = the· least most
senous concern.
Weapons on campus was_ rated as the most serious safety concern by the most
respondents (26.4%), followed in descending order by Racial Tension (25.l %), Bullying
i.:>{f

,;s.i-

·

.(20.5%), Campus Security (16.0%), and Drugs (8.9%).·It was intere;ting to note that.
·though weapons on campus was rated as the greatest_ safety concern with more than a
quarter of the respondents rating it their number once choice (26.4%), 31.2% of
respondents (n= 109) rated weapons as a 5, the least serious concern.
Racial Tensions followed Weapons closely-with 25.1 % of the respondents rating
it as their number one concern. In addition, 26.5%

·ot all respondents felt it was still

serious enough to rank it second in seriousness. Overall, more than half of the student

72

respondents (51.6%) felt that Racial Tensions was a serious enough problem that they
ranked it their first or second conce~,. compared to only 38.1 % of respondents ranking
weapons. as one of the top two concerns.
Suppo:t;ting these results were the frequencies determined for survey item 2 which
asked if respondents felt that racial tensions .existed at their school. Frequencies showed
that 187 respondents (53.4%) of the total sample of 350 responding to this question either
strongly agreed or agreed that racial tension existed on their campus. .
According to Section 4 of the Safety Climate Survey, drugs seemed t<;> be the least
serious safety concern· for the respondents. As the ranking of the seriousness of drugs
descended from 1, most serious, to·s, least serious, the percentage ofresponses increased.
Only 8.9% ofrespondents felt it the number one concern, whereasj2.3% rated it as either
their fourth or fifth concern. Reporte.dly, 163 students (46.6%) either disagreed or
strongly disagreed that drugs were a major problem on their campus.
Additionally, survey item 3 asked' respondents to use a 4 point Likert scale to
indicate level of agreement as to wheth~r drugs :were a major problem on their campus.
Frequencies calculated for item 3 showed that only 58 students (16.5%) out of 352.
students responding either strongly agreed or agreed, while 294 students (83.5%) either
disagreed or strongly disagreed that drugs were a major problem on their campus. ·

In conclusion, weapons on campus emerged as the most serious rated safety
concern of responding high school students in Osceola County. In total, 26.4% of the
number one rated concerns was Weapons on campus. This was followed by Racial
Tensions, Bullying, Campus Security, and Drugs, in descending order of seriousness.
Though Racial Tensions followed Weapons with.25.1 % of the students rating it their
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most serious concern, 26.5% rated it the second most concern. That is a total of 51.6% of
respondents rating Racial Tensions as the one of the top two safety issues on their
·campus. Of the total population of students participating in the study,-83.5% of them did
not even consider Dru$s a problem.

Research Question 2
What is the relationship between students' perceived sense of safety and
whether they had been bullied or victimized at school?
Section 2 of the survey instrument was developed and analyzed to determine if
there were_ a relationship between students' experiences at school and whether or not
these experiences had an influence on students' sense of safety while at school. The
following items from the instrument were used in the analysis of data:
Item 5 - I feel safe while I am at schooL
Item 11 .- Have you ever been bullied on school campus?
Item 12 ,_ Have you ever been threatened ort school campus?
Item 13 - Have you ever been physically assaulted on school campus?
Item 14 - Have you ever been in a physical fight on school campus?
Item 20 - Has someone ever threatened you with a weapon at school?
Item 21 - Have you ever been offered drugs at school?
Item 22 - Have you ever seen students doing drugs at School?
Item 23 -Have you·ever had personal property stolen at school?
Students were also asked to rate their level of agreement with survey item 5: "I
feel safe while I am at school." A 4-point Likert scale was utilized to identify degree of
agreement ranging from Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, to Strongly Disagree. The
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frequencies and percentages of students' responses' as to their sense of safety at school
are presented in Table 9.

Table 9
Descriptive Statistics for Sense of Safety at School

Agree
n
%
I feel safe while I am at
school. (n=351)

91

25.9

Strongly
Agree
%
n

211

60.1

Disagree
n
·%

39 · 11.1

Strongly
Disagree
%
N

10

2.8

There were 302 student respondents who stated that they agreed or strongly ·
agreed that they felt safe at school (86%). This left 14% ofthe respondents reporting that
they did not feel safe at school.
In order to analyze the relationship between whether a student felt safe at school
(item 5) and a variety of potentially negative victimization experiences (items 11, 12, 13,
14, 20, 21, 22, and 23)," crosstabulation tables and chi-square analyses were conducted for
Item 5 with each of the eight victimization variables. The purpose of arriving at a chisquare probability and statistical significance was to determine a relationship between
feeling safe at school and the victimization variable. The phi coefficient reported in the
chi-square analysis represented the strength of the relationship. Crosstabulation tables for
all 8 variables with item 5 are reported in Appendix F. Descriptive statistics were also
conducted for items 11-14 and 20-23. The descriptive statistics are presented in
Table 10.
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All victimization variables were analyzed to determine their relationship to
student sense of safety. Chi-square tests were used to determine the existence of this
· relationship. It was determined that a statistically significant relationship existed between
student sense of safety and all eight variables. The phi coefficient presented in the chisquare analysis also reported the strength of the relationships_ determined. Table 11
presents the coinbined statistical analysis of the chi-square tests for item 5 (I feel safe at
school) and all eight victimization variables.
The strongest relationship that was indicated from the analysis of the data
between a student's sense of safety at school and the victimization variables was that of
students who reported being bullied on campus. The chi-square analysis reported a chisquare value of 72.47 with 9 degrees of freedom (p < .05) indicating a statistically
significant relationship between ·sense of safety and being bullied on campus. The phi
coefficient measuring the strength of the relationship between the two variables was .454
(p < .05), indicating a moderate relationship.
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Table 10
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 2 - Victimization Variables

(
\,,

4 or mote
Times
n
%

Victimization Variable

· Never
n
%

n

11. Have you ever been
bullied on campus? (n=354)

249

70.3

59

16.7

26

7.3

20

5.6

12. Have you ever been
threatened on campus?
(n= 354)

241

68.1

58

16.4

38

10.7

17,

4.8

13. Have you ever been
physically assaulted on
. campus? (n= 354)

298 ; 84.2

35

9.9

15

4.2

6

1.7

14. Have you ever been in a
physical fight on campus?
, (n= 354)

~01

85.0

29

8.2

13

3.7

11

3.1

· 20. Has someone ever
threatened you with a
weapon on school campus?
(n= 354)

326

92.1

.18

5.1

6

1.7

4

1.1

250

70.8

50

14.2

26

7.4

27

7.6

229

65.4

62

17.7

3,8

10.9

21

6.0

166

46.9

·99

28.0

61

17.2

28

7.9

21. Has someone ever
offered you drugs at school?
(n= 353)
· 22. Have you ever seen
students doing drugs on
· . campus? (n= 350)
23. Have you ever had.
personal property stolen
while at school? (n= 351)
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Once
%

2-3 Times
n
%

Table 11
Chi-Square Analyses.for Research Question 2

Comparison with "Feeling .safe at
school"

Chi·
Square
Value

Degrees
of
Freedom

Probability

Phi
Coefficient

Have you ever been bullied on school
campus? (n= 351)

72.477

9

.000

.454

Have you ever been threatened on
campus? (n= 351)

61.469

9.

.000

.418.

Have you ever been physically
assaulted on campus? (n= 351)

32.828

9

.000

.324

Have you ever been in a physical fight
on campus? (n= 351)

27.'586

9

.001

.280

Has someone ever threatened you with
-a weapon on school campus? (n= 351)

44.390 ·

9

.000

.356

Has someone ever offered you drugs at
school? (n= 350)

21.684

9

.010

.249

Have you ever seen students doing
drugs on campus? (n= 347)

32.300

9

.000.

.305

Have you ever had personal property
.329
.000
stolen while at school? (n= 351)
38.073
9
.Note. Chi-square probability is statistically significant at the .05 level for all tests.

The second strongest relationship determined from the analysis was that between
a student's sense of safety at school and whether the student had been threatened on
campus. The chi-square analysis reported a chi-square value of 61.47 with 9 degrees of
.

.

freedom (p <.05) indicating that there was a statistically significant relationship between
sense of safety and having been threatened on campus. The phi coefficient which
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indicates the strength of the relationship was :418 (p < .05), suggesting a moderate
relationship between the two variables.
The analysis also indicated that of the 351 students responding to item 12 of the
survey (Have you ever been threatened on campus?), 111 students. reported that they had
been threatened on campus. Of the 111 respondents indicating that they had been
threatened, 57 reported having been threatened only once, 27.reported having been
threatened occasionally (2-3 times), while 17 students responded that they had been
threatened frequently (4 or more times).
Students reporting having been threatened with a weapon on campus indic~ted the
third strongest relationship between their sense of safety·and their experience. The chi·square analysis to determine the relationship between a student's sense .of safety and
whether he/she had ever been threatened with a weapon on campus yielded a chi-square
value of 44.390 with 9 degrees of freedom (p < .05) The statistic was significant at the .
.05 level. The phi coefficient value was . 356, indicating a correlation between sense of
safety and being threatened with a weapon on campus.
As indicated on the crosstabulation table (Appendix F), 351 students responded to
survey item 20 which asked. if the student had ever been threatened with a weapon .on
campus. In response, 17students indicated that they had been threatened with a weapon
on campus ortce, 5 indicated having be.en threatened with a weapon on campus
occasionally (2-3 times), and 4 reported having been threat.ened with a weapon on
campus frequently (4 or more times). Though only 26 students indicated that they had
been threatened with a weapon on campus one ·Or more times on their high school
campus, the relationship was still statistically s~gnificant.

79

The crosstabulation tables· (Appendix F) also presented data indicating that of 351
students who responded to item 11 of the Safety Climate Survey (Have you ever been
bullied on school campus?), 102 of them indicated that they had been bullied on campus.
Of those 102 students indicating that they had been bullied while on school campus, 58
responded that they had been bullied one time, 26 students reported having beep. bullied
occasionally (2-3 times) while at school, and 18 reported that they had been bullied
frequently (4 or more times) while at school.
Overall, the analysis of data indicated that a student's experiences on campus,
particularly those involving victimization, and a student's sense of safety at school did
yield a positive relationship. Chi-square statistical tests for all eight variables resulted in
statistical significance. A relationship between a students' perceived sense of safety and
whether they had been bullied or victimized at school existed.

Research Ouestion3
What perceived school violence· intervention or prevention measures would
increase high school students' sense of safety at school?
To explore the answer to Research Question 3, frequencies were calculated for
items 24-35 of the Safety Climate Survey. These items asked student respondents if the
listed violence prevention or intervention measure would increase the students' sense of
safety while at school. Respondents· were· asked to use a 4-point Likert Scale to· indicate .
their level of agreement as to whether the safety measure would make them feel more
secure (Strongly Agree= 1, Agree= 2, Disagree= 3, Strongly Disagree= 4). Values for
the respondent's data were then recoded in SPSS to obtain mean. The recoded values
indicated that a mean score of 4.0 would be the highest level of agreement (Strongly
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Agre~) that the perceived safety measure would increase sense of security on campus,
while a mean score of l.Owould indicate the least likelihood that the safety measure
would increase sense of security (Strongly Disagree). The survey items used for this
analysis were:
Item 24 - Peer mediation program mandatory for all students.
Item 25 "- Conflict resolution program mandatory for all students.
Item 26-Cultural diversity/sensitivity class mandatory for all students.
Item 27 - An increase in school resource officers.
Item 28 - Mandatory school uniform.
Item 29 - More adult staff members you could talk to about your problems.
Item 30 - Increased number of school-wide assemblies on safety issues.
Item 31 - Increased number of hall monitors.
Item 32 - Daily presence of uniformed security personnel.
Item 33 - Safety task force made up of students and faculty.
Item 34 - Wider selection of extra-curricular activities.
Item 35 - More security technologies on campus such as video cameras, closed
circuit TV and monitors, metal detectors.
Table 12 displays the ranking of safety measure by mean score and frequency, in
descending order, representing the level of agreement indicated by respondents for each
safety measures based on their perception that the measure would increase their sense of
safety at school. A wider selection of extra-curricular activities was the measure that
students rated the highest in level of agreement as a measure that would make their
campus more secure. Of the 352 responding students, 77% either strongly agreed
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(n=124) or agreed (n= 147) that more'activities on campus would make them feel more
secure. On a scale of 1 - 4, with 1 being the lowest and 4 the highest level of agreement,
the mean score for a wider selection of extra-curricular activities as the measure that
students felt would make their campus mote secure was 3.05.
More adult staff me;mbers to talk to was the _second measure that students felt
would make them feel more secure, with a mean score of2.68 and63.3% either agreeing
or strongly agreeing. An increase in school resource officers and an increased number of
school-wide safety assemblies followed closely with mean scores of 2.48 and 2.44
respectively.
Mandatory school uniforms was the safety measure that respondents indicated
would least likely increase their sens'e of safety. All 354 students in the sample
participated in rating this item. A total of 81. 7% of respondents either strongly disagreed
(n= 224) or disagreed' (n= 65) that mandatory school uniforms would increase their sense
of safety on campus. A total of only 65 students either strongly agreed
(n= 26) or agreed (n= 39) that mandatory school uniforms would be a viable safety
me~sure in increasing their sense of safety on school campus.
· Of the 12 safety measur~s, the leading measure of a wider selection of extracurricular activities (mean= 3.05) and the measure indicated as the least likely to
incre3:se safety, mandatory school uniforms (mean = 1.62) were distinct in their
placement when all measures were rated. However, those safety measures ranked 2 - 11
,did not show extreme mean differences. The second highest ranked measure, more adult
staff members to talk to about problems, had a mean score of 2.68, while the second from

82

last measure, increased number of hall monitors, had a mean score of 2.01. All ten other
Table 12
Respondent's Perceptions of Sc1fety Measure Increasing Student Security {n= 354)
Ranking of Safety
Measure in Descending
Order According to
· Mean Score
Wider Selection of
Extracurricular
Activities

Strongly
Agree
n
%

Mean
Score

Agree
n
%

Disagree
n
%

Strongly
Disagree
n
%

3.05

124

35.2

147

41.8

54

15.3

27

7.6

More Adult Staff
Members to Talk. to

2.68

62

17.5

162

45.8

84

23.7

46

13.0

Increase in School
Resource Officers

2.48

38

10.7

149

42.5

109

31.1

· 55

15.7

Increase in School
Wide Safety
Assemblies

2.44

9.6

148

41.9

110

31.2

61

17.3

Safety Task Force of
Students and Staff

2.37

36

10.3

126

35.9

122

34.5

67

19.1

Mandatory Conflict
Resolution Program

2.35

26

7.3

135

38.2

130

36.8

62

17.5

Mandatory Cultural
Diversity Class

2.34

27

7.7

124

35.5

138

39.5

60

16.9

Mandatory Peer
Mediation Program

2.29

26

7.4

110

31.2

157

44.5

60

17.0

Presence of Uniformed
Security

2.23

32

9.1

114

32.3

111

31.4

96

27.2

More Security
Technologies

2.12

33

9.4

87

24.7

122

34.7

110

31.3

Increase in Hall
Monitors

2.01

21

5.9

71

20.l

152

43.l

109

30.9

Mandatory School
Uniforms

1.62

26

7.3

39

11.0

65

18.4

224

63.3

34

Note: Not all survey items were answered by every respondent.
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measures besides the first and last were rated fairly close to one another with only a .67
difference in mean scores.

In concluding the data analysis for Research Question 3, it was determined that
there were school violence intervention or prevention measures that students perceived
would increase their sense of safety while at school. A wider selection of extra-curricular
activities received a strongly agree or agree by 77% of the respondents. A total of 63%
of respondents indicated that more adult staff members to talk to was a safety measure
that would increase student sense of safety. An increase in school resource officers
yielded 53.2% of respondents choos_ing either strongly agreed or agreed. This was
followed by 51.5% of respondents strongly agreeing or agreeing that more school-wide
safety assemblies would increase their sense of safety. Respondents in this. study did
indicate that there were interventions or preventive measures that they perceived would
increase their sense of safety.while at school.

Research Question 4
What is the·relationship between students' opinions of school and their
perceived sense of safety at school?
To answer Research Question 4, section one of the Safety Climate Survey
instrument was developed and analyzed to determine if there was a relationship between
students' opinion of school and whether or not these opinions had a relationship with
their sense of safety while at school. In order to analyze the relationship between ·
whether students felt safe at school (item 5) and their opinions of school (items 1,
2; 3, 4, 6, 7,

s; and 9), chi-square analyses were conducted for item 5 and each of the

eight variables to arrive at a chi-square value, statistical significance, and a phi
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coefficient value, indicating a.relationship and the strength of the relationship between
the variables. Table 13 presents descriptive statistics for these eight variables:
Item 1 - I feel that my school is welcoming to all ·people.
Item 2 - Racial tension exists at my school.
Item 3 ,.... Drugs are a major problem on my campus.
Item 4 - My school offers a wide variety of extra-curricular activities.
Item 6 - I feel cared for while at school.
Item 7 - Teachers .show personal interest toward students at my school.
Item 8 - Teachers at my school have a caring attitude.
Item 9 - I feel go.od about myself while at school.
'When all opinion variables were entered into chi-square tests with the sense of
safety variable, it was determined that a statistically significant relationship_existed
between student sense of safety and all eight opinion variables. Table 14 presents the
statistical analysis of the chi-square tests for item 5 (I feel safe at school) and all eight
opinion variables. The strength of the relationships did vary somewhat among variables.
The strongest relationship indicated from the analysis of the data between a
student's sense of safety at school and opinion of school was that of feeling cared for at
school (surveyitem ·6). The chi square statistic was 138.763 with 9 degrees
of freedom (p< .05) indicating a relationship between a sense of safety at school and the
opinion of feeling cared for while at school. The phi coefficient measuring the strength
of this relationship was .631 (p < .05) indicating a solid relationship between the two
variables. The cross ~abulation tables for Research Question 4,- presented in Appendix G,
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Tabie 13
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 4 - Opinion Variables

Opinion Variable

Strongly
Agree
n
%

1. My school is welcoming
to all people (n=354)

107

30.2

203

57.3

30

8.5

14

4.0

2. Racial tension exists
on my campus. (n= 350)

62

17.7

125

35.7

122

34.9

41

11.7

3. Drugs are a major
problem on my campus.
(n= 352)

8

2.3

50

14.2

195

55.4

99

28.1

127

36.0

146

41.4

61

17.2

19

5.4

6 . .I feel cared for while
at school. (n= 352)

91

13.4

197

46.0

86

24.4

22

6.3

7. Teachers show personal
interest toward students
at school. (n= 353)

73

20.7

200

56.7

69

19.5

11

3.1

8. Teachers at my school
.have caring attitude.
(n= 353)

69

19.5

211. 59.6

· 56

15.9

17

4.8

166

46.9

28.0

61

17.2

28

7.9

4. My school offers a wide
variety of extra-curricular
activities. (n= 353)

9. I feel good about myself
while at school .
· {n= 353)

86

Agree
·n
%

99

Disagree
n
%

Strongly
Disagree
%
N

Table 14
Chi-Square Analysis for Research Question 4

Comparison with "Feeling safe at
school"

Chi
Square
Value

Degrees
of
Freedom

Probability

Phi
Coefficient

My school is welcoming. {n= 351)

97.721

9

.000

.528

· Racial tension exists at my school.
{n= 347)

35.858

9

.000

.321

Drugs are a major problem at\ny ·
school {n= 349)

65.817

9

.000

.434

My school offers a wide variety of
extra~curricular activities. {n= 350)

19.241

9

.023

.234

I feel cared for while at school.
(n= 349)

138.763 .

9

.000

.631

59.945

9

.000

.431

65.548

9

.000

.433

I

(j

Teachers show a personal interest
toward students at my school.
{n= 351)
Teachers have a caring attitude at my
school. (rt= 350)

I feel good about myself while at
school. {n= 350}
101.314
9
.000
.538
Note. Chi-square probabilities of .000 and .023 are statistically significant at the .05
level.

indicated that of the 349 respondents to this survey item, 69.1 % strongly agreed or
agreed that they felt cared for while at school (n= 241). Of these 241 students indicating
that they felt cared for, 65.3% of them reported feeling safe at school.
The relationship between feeling safe at school and feeling good about myself at
school (item 9) indicated statistical significance with a moderate strength in the
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relationship. The chi-square statistic was 101.314 with 9 degrees of freedom (p < .05)
and a phi coefficient of .538.
Also observed from the crosstabulation chart (Appendix G) was that 84% of
respondents to this survey item indicated that they either strongly agreed or agreed that
they felt good about themselves while at school (n= 294). Of those 294 respondents, 268
of them indicated that they either strongly agreed or agreed that they felt safe at school
(76.6%).
Based on the data analysis, the third strongest relationship existed between feeling
safe at school and the opinion that school was a welcoming place. Of the 351 students
responding to survey item 1, my school is welcoming to all people, 87 .5% (n= 307}
indicated that they strongly agreed or agreed that their school is welcoming to all people.
Of the 307 students indicating that their school is welcoming, 89.9% (n= 276) of them
indicated that they felt safe at school.
The statistical analysis reported a chi i square value of 97. 721 with 9 degrees of
freedom (p < .05) indicating a statistically significant relationship between a sense of
safety at school and the opinion that school is welcoming to all people. The phi
c_oe:fficienfmeasuring the strength of the relationship between the two variable was .528
(p , .05) indicating a moderate relationship between these two variables.

Frequencies for all survey item data indicated that though 87 .5% of respondents .
felt that their school was welcoming to all people, 53 .4% of survey respondents also felt
that racial tension existed at their school. The chi-square test conducted to determine the
. relationship between these two variables, sense of safety and the opinion of racial tension
existing on campus, reported a statistically significant relationship with a chi-square
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value of 35.858 with 9 degrees of freedom (p < .05) and.a phi coefficient of .321,
suggesting a small relationship between the two variables.
'

'

'

In conclusion, descriptive statistics were analyzed and chi-square tests of
independence were conducted between ~tudents' sense of safety and the eight opinion
variables from section one of the Safety Climate Survey. All eight analyses indicated a
statistically significant relationship between students' opinion of school and their
perceived sense of safety.

Research Question 5
What is the relationship between a student's experiences at school and· his or her
decision to carry a weapon to school?
·

In order to answer Research Question 5, descriptive and frequency statistics were
analyzed and chi-square tests of independence were once again conducted. For this
question, analyses were conducted between Safety Climate Survey item 17 (Have you
ever brought a weapon to school?) and surv~y items 11-16, 18, 20-23 from section 2 of
the Safety Climate survey which revolved aro~d student experiences, mainly
victimization experiences. Appendix H presents all crosstabulation tables for Research
Question 5, which is the weapon carrying variable and all the victimization variables
stated above. Table 15 presents descriptive statistics for the following eleven variables:
Item 11 - H~ve you ever been bullied on school campus?
Item 12 - Have you ever been threatened on school campus?
Item 13 - Have you ever been physically assaulted on school campus?
Item 14 - Have you ever been i1?- a physical fight on school campus?
Item 15 - Have you ever been suspended?
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Item 16 - Have you ever been afraid to go to school?
Item 18- Do you know someone that has brought a weapon to school?
Item 20-;Has someone ever threatened you with a weapon at school?
Item 21 - Have you ever been offered drug~ at school?
Item 22 - Have you ever seen students doing drugs at school?
Item 23 :--Have you ever had personal property stolen at school?.
Safety Climate Survey item 17 asked student respondents if they·had ever brought
a weapon to school.· Frequencies results from analysis reported that .5 .9% (n= 21) of the
353 respondents indicated that they had brought a weapon to school. Fifteen of the 21
i~dicated that they had brought a weapon to school only .once, while 2 reported bringing a
weapon to school occasionally (2-3 times), and 4 indicated that they had brought a
weapon to school frequently (4 or more times).
Statistically significant relationships were identified using the chi square analysis
for all variables with the bringing a weapon to school variable. Table 16 presents the
combined statistical analyses of the chi-square tests for item 17 (Have you .ever brought a
weapon to school?) with survey items 11-1.6, 18, 20-23.
Though all chi-square tests yielded statistically.significant results, there Were several
vatjables that produced higher phi coefficients indicating stronger relationships. The
relationship between the variable of "weapon carrying at school" and "b.eing threatened
with a weapon at school" indicated statistical significance with the strongest relationship
between variables. The chi-square statistic was 111.089 with 9 degrees of freedom (p <
.05) and a phi coefficient of .561.
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Table 15 ·
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 5 - Experience Variables (n= 354)

Experience Variable
. 11. Have·you ever been
bullied on campus?

4 or more
times
n
%

Once

2-3 times
%
n

%

n

n

Never
%

20

5.6

26

7.3

59

16.7

249

12. Have you ever been
threatened on campus?

17

4.8

38

10.7

58

16.4

241

13. Have you ever been
Physically assaulted on
Campus?

6

1.7

15

4.2

35

9.9

298

84.2

14. Have you ever been in a
Physical fight on campus?

11

3.1

13

3.7

29

8.2

301

85.0

15. Have you ever been
Suspended?

13

3.7

23

6.5

43

12.1

275

77.7

· 16. Have you ever been
afraid to go to. school?

.7

2.0

12

3.4

48

13.6

285

81.0

4

1.1

'2

.6

15

4.2

332

99.7

17

4.8

29

8.2

70

19.8

238

67.2

20. Has someone ever
threatened you with a
weapon on campus?

4

1.1

6

1.7

18

5.1

326

92.1

21. Has someone ever
Offered you drugs at
Schooi?

27

7.6

26

7.4

50

14.1

250

70.8

22. Have you ever seen
Students doing drugs on
Campus?

21

6.0

38

10.9

62

17.7

229

65.4

17.2

99

28.0

166

46.9

70.3

68.l

· 17. Have you ever brought a
Weapon to school?

.i 8. Do you lmow someone ·
who has brought a
weapon to school?

23. Have you ever had
Personal property stolen
61
While at school? ·
28
7.9
Note. Not all items were answered by all respondents.
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Table 16
Chi-Square Analysis for Research Question 5 (n= 354)

Comparison with "Have you ever. brought
a weapon to school?"

Chi
Square
Value

· Degrees
of
Freedom

Probability

Phi
Coefficient

Have you ever been bullied on school ·
campus?

42.470

9

.000

.347

69.412

9

.000

.443

76.110

9

.000

.464

Have you ever been in a physical fight on
campus?

65.528

9

.000

.431

Have you ever been suspended?

44.743

9

.000

.356

45.470

9

.000

.360

Do you know someone who has brought a .
weapon to school?

91.771

9

.000

.510

Has someone ever threatened you with a
weapon while at school?

111.089

9

.000

.561

Has someone ever offered you drugs while
at school?

39.628·

9

.000

.336

Have you ever seen students doing drugs at
school?

51.no

9

.000

.383

Have you ever had personal property
stolen at school?
23.310
.000
9
Note. Chi-square probability of .000 is statistically significant at the .05 level.

.257

Have you ever been threatened on campus?

Have you ever been physically assaulted
· oncampus?

Have you ever been afraid to go to school?

The chi square statistic for bringing a weapon to school and knowing S(?meone
else who had brought a weapon to school was 91.771 with 9 degrees of.freedom (p < .05)
indicating a relatiop.ship between the two variables. The phi coefficient· measuring
strength of the relationship was .510 (p < .05) indicating a moderate relationship between
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bringing a weapon to school and knowing someone else who had brought a weapon to
school.
· Overall, a student's experiences, particularly victimization experiences, indicated
a statistically significant relationship with bringing a weapon to school. All chi-square
tests of independence conducted with experience variables indicated statistical
significance at the .05 level, with small to moderate relationship strength for all variables.
Analysis indicated that the negative experiences at school presented in this study may be
predictor variables for weapon carrying to school.
As ancillary analysis of students carrying weapons to school, a series of chisquare tests of independence were conducted on the demographic variables stated in
section 5 of the Safety Climate S~ey. A crosstabulation was conducted between item
17 (Have you ever brought a weapon to school?) and gender to determine if there was a
correlation between weapon carrying to school and gender. Table 17 presents the
crosstabulation table for weapon carrying and gender.

Table 17
('_

Crosstabulation Table for Weapon Carrying and Gender
Gender
Have you ever carried a weapon
to school?
Frequently (4 or more times)
Occasionally (2 -3 times)
Once
Never
Total

Male
3
2
10

145
160

Female

Total

1

4
2

5
187
193

15
332

353
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Of the 21 student respondents indicating that they had brought a weapon to
school, 15 of them were male and 6 of them were female. Teri of the males reported
bringing a weapon to school once, while two reported bring a weapon to school
occasionally (2-3 times) and three.reported bringing a weapon to school frequently (4 or
more times); However, the correlation between gender and bringing a weapon to school
was not statistically significant at the .05 level (chi square value= 6.956, 3 df, p <.Q5).
Table 18 presents the chi-square analysis.

table 18
Chi-Square.Analysis for Weapon Carrying and Gender
Statistic
Chi-Square

Degrees of Preedom
3

Value

Probability

6.956

.073

Phi-Coefficient
.073
· Note. Chi-square probability of .073 was not significant at the .05 level.

An analysis of grade level in re_lationship to weapon carrying was also conducted.
Nine 9th graders reported carrying a weapon to school, with three carrying frequently (4
or more times) and six carrying once. ·Two 10th graders reported weapon carrying to
school.. One strident reported carrying a weapon once and one reported carrying a
Weapon frequently (4 or more times). Four 11 th graders reported carrying a weapon to
school once and six 12th graders reported carrying; with two carrying occasi6nally (2-3
times) and four carrying once. However, a chi-square test indicated that there was no
statistically significant relationship at the .05 level between the decision to carry a
weapon to school and grade level (chi-square value= 15.215, df= 9, p= .085). Table 19
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presents the crosstabulation data for weapon carrying and grade level, and Table 20
presents the chi square analysis for weapori carrying and grade level.

Table 19
Crosstabulation Table for Weapon Carrying and Grade Level
Grade Level
Have you ~ver carried a weapon
to school?
Frequently (4 or more times)
Occasionally (2 -3 times)
Once
Never
Total

3

1

0

0
6
82
91

0

.o

1

4

0
2
4

92

. 71
75

92

94

86

Total
4
2
15
331
352

Table 20
Chi-Square Analysis for Weapon carrying and Grade Level
Statistic
Chi-Square

Degrees of Freedom
9

Value

Probability

15.215

.085

Phi-Coefficient
.208 .
Note. Chi-square probability of .311 was not significant at the .05 level.

The analysis between involvement in extra-curricular activities and school
athletics also indicated no· statistically significant relationship with the decision to carry a
weapon to school. ~en analyzing the chi-square analysis and the crosstabulation tables
for involvement in clubs and organizations with carrying a weapon, it was determined
that:221 of_the 351 student respondents were not involved with clubs or organizations at
school. The chi-square analysis to determine the relationship between a student's decision
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to carry a weapon on campus and involvement in ·extra-curricular clubs/organizations
yielded a chi-square value of 1.132 with 3 degrees of freedom (p = .769) The statistic
was not statistically significant at the .05 level. The phi coefficient value was only .057,
indicating p.o significant correlation. Table 21 presents the chi-square analysis for
involvement in clubs and the.decision to carry a weapon to school, and Table 22 presents.
the crosstabulation table for these two variables .

. Table 21
Chi-Square Analysis for Weapon carrying and Involvement in Clubs or Organizations
Statistic
Chi-Square

Degrees of Freedom

3

· Value

Probability
.769

1.132

Phi-Coefficient
.057
-------Note. Chi-square probability of .769 was not si~ficant at the .05 level.

Table 22
Crosstabulation Table for Weapon carryin~ and Involvement in Ciubs or Organizations

Have you ever carried a weap~m
~~~

.

Are you involved in organizations or
·
clubs at' school?
~

-----------------"----.Frequently (4 or more times)
2
Occasionally (2 -3 times)
Once
Never
Total

1·
4
123
130

-~

2
1
11
207
221

Total
---1
4
2
15
330
351

Involvement in school athletics and weapon carrying was also tested and results
indicated no statistically significant relationship. The chi-square statistic· for involvement
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in school athletics and weapon carrying was 3.575 with 3 degrees of freedom (p = .311).
The phi coefficient measuring strength of relationship was .101 indicating no significant
relationship between the two variables. Table 23 presents the chi-square analysis for
involvement school athletics and the decision to carry a weapon to school, and Table 24
presents the crosstabulation table for these two variables.

Table 23
Chi-Square Analysis for Weapon carrying and Involvement in School Athletics
Statistic

Degrees of Freedom

Chi-Square

Value

Probability

3.575

.311

Phi-Coefficient
.101
Nok Chi-square probability of .311 was not significant at the .05 level.

table 24
Crosstabulation Table for Weapon Carrying and Involvement in School Athletics
Are you involved in school athletics?
Have you ever carried a weapon
to school?
Frequently (4 or more times)
Occasionally (2 -3 times)
Once
Never
Total

Yes
1
8
113
122

No
3
2
7
218
· 230

Total
4
2
15
331
352

In summary, there was a relationship between a student's experiences at school
and his or her decision to carry a weapon to school. Negative victimization experiences
such as being threatened with a weapon by someone at school, knowing someone else
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that has brought a weapon to school, or having been physically assaulted at school had a
significant influence on a students decision to carry a weapon to school. However,
factors such as gender, grade,level and school involvement did not have a significant
relationship with student's decision to carry a weapon to school.

Stiminary·
The purpose of Chapter 4 was to present the results of the data analysis in regard
to the five Research Questions guiding this study. Initially, a statistical profile of the
student respondents as a total population was presented. Descriptive statistics were
presented to answer Research Question 1. Frequencies were analyzed to determine the
rankings of five safety/violence issues presented to respondents in regard to their
perception of seriousness of these issues on their school campus.
In response to Research Questions 2 and 4, chi-square tests of independence were
·conducted to determine statistically significant relation~hips between a student's sense of
safety at school and various variables. The phi coefficient reported in. the chi-square
analysis indicated the strength of relationship between student perceived sense of safety
and a number of predictor variables. Variables analyzed with sense of safety for
Research Question 2 were student victimization at school and variables. Variables
· analyzed with sense of safety for Research Question 4 were student opinions of school.
All chi-square tests reported statistical significance at the .05 level, with varying strengths
in relationships between variables.
Research Question 3 was answered by descriptive statistics that indicated which
school violence intervention/prevention initiatives would increase a student's sense of
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safety at school. A wider selection of extra-curricular activities was rated as the highest a
initiative that students felt could make their campus more secure. More adult staff
members to talk to was the second measure that students felt would make them feel more
secure. These two measures were followed by an increase in school resource officers and
an increased number of school-wide safety assemblies as the top four measures that
students indicated would make them feel more secure at school.
Research Question 5 was answered by correlating a student's deci.sion to carry a
weapon to school with a variety of victimization variables. Chi-square tests were·
.conducted between carrying a weapon and the 11 victimization variables. Statistically
significant relationships were determined for all variables with weapon carrying in the
analyses conducted. Additional ancillary analyses were run to determine if demographic
variables had a relationship with the decision to carry a weapon to school. These
variables were gender, school involvement in clubs or organizations, and involvement in
school athletics. Chi-square analyses conducted for the demographic variables and
carrying a weapon to school yielded no statistically significant results.
Chapter 5 will present a summary of conclusions dra:wn from the data analysis as
· well as resulting implications for practice and future ·research~
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CHAPTERS
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

. Introduction
The purpose of this study was to determine what factors contributed to high
school students' sense of security at school, and what students perceived as measures that
.· when put in place would increase their feelings of their security. The research was
conducted during the fall of 2002 using the Safety Climate Survey, an instrument
developed by the researcher. Data were gathered from 354 high school students from
. high schools in the School District of Osceola County, Florida;
Research Question 1 focused on the school violence issues high school students in
Osceola county perceived as the most serious on their campuses. Research Question 2
focused on the relationship between a student's experiences at school, primarily
victimization experiences, and ·his or her perceived sense of safety while at school.
Research Question 3 focused on school violence preventive and interventive initiatives
that would make high school students feel more secure on campus. Research Question 4
focused on the relationship between high school students' opinions of school and their
perceived sense of safety. And lastly, Research Question 5 focused on the relationship
between weapon carrying on campus and a student's experiences at school.
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Data for all five research questions were analyzed using descriptive statistics,
crosstabulations, and chi-square tests of independence. SPSS 9.0 for Windows was used
to generate analyses of these data. A summary-of findings is presented in Section 1 of
this chapter. The second section of this chapter contains discussion of the findings
derived from the study. Section 3 of this chapter includes recommendations for policy
and practice. Chapter 5 concludes with recommendations for further research.

Population artd Sample
The Safety Climate Survey was administered to a sample of high school students
from six high schools in Osceola County, Florida. Students enrolled in one English I,
English II, English III, and English N class from each of the six schools comprised the
sample. These courses were chosen from the secondary curriculum because they were
courses required of all high school students and offered by all six schools participating in
the study.
· Parent permission was required for· students to participate in the study because of
the population primarily being minors. Utilizing these four classes on each of the
campuses resulted in 760 students as the population for the study. Actual participating
sample size was 354. A 46.6% response rate resulted after students had one week to
obtain and return the written parental consent for participation. A total of 161 or 45 .5%
of respondents were male and 193 or 54.5% of respondents were female. Of the student
respondents, 91 (25.8%) were 9th graders; 94 (26.6%) were 10th graders; 75 (21.2%)
were 11 th graders; and 93 (26.3%) were 1zth graders. These figures were sufficiently
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representative of the district demographics to enable the findings to be generalized back
to the larger population.

Findings of.the Study
There were two related problems investigated in this study: (a) why do students
lack a sense of safety while they are at school and (b) what could improve their sense of
safety? The followingfindings are based on the analysis of the data collected and the
related. research and literature:
Research Question 1 focuse~ on identifying the school violence _issues that high
school students in Osceola County, Florida perceived as most serious. Ninety-two or·
26.4% of student respondents rated weapons on campus as their most serious safety
concern. A total of 85 or 25 .1 % rated racial tensions the next most serious ·concern.
Bullying garnered 72 or 20.5%, rating it the third most serious safety concern. Fifty-six
or 16% of students respondents rated bullying the fourth niost serious safety concern,
while 31 students or 8.9% of'students rated drugs as the least serious safety concern.on
their campus.
Further exploration of the descriptive statistics revealed that even though racial
tension was rated as the second most serious overall concern, it garnered 181 responses _
or 51.6% of all respondents choosing it as one of the top two concerns. Descriptive
. statistical analyses for the other four concerns did not result in more than half of the
sample rating them as one of the top two concerns. When analyzing combined ratings for
the top two most serious safety issues, 51.6% rated racial tensions as either the first or
second most serious concern. This actually out-weighed the combined top two rating
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percentages for weapons, which was 3 8.1 %. Though students may have indicated
weapons as the most serious issue, it appeared that racial tension was really perceived as
the more pervasive proble:tn.
I

Overall, the researcher's analyses of data gathered in this study implie·d that
students from six high schools in Osceola County, Florida felt weapons on campus was
the most serious safety conce~. This ~as followed by racial tension, bullying, campus
security, and drugs. Drugs were actually not seen as a problem at all by 84.5% of student
respondents. The perception that drugs are not a problem coincide with results of recent
YRBS (Center for.Disease Control, 2001). High school students' use of marijuana and
cocaine has been on the rise since the beginning of the 1990s. This would indicate that
the use of drugs is becoming. an acceptable risk in the culture 9f youth today.
The purpose of Research Question 2 was to determine if there was a relationship
between a student's perceived sense of safety at school and the student's level of
victimization at school. This research did confirm that there was a statistically significant

(p< .05) relationship between a student's sense of safety and all eight different
victimization variables presented in the Safety Climate Survey.
,,

A relationship existed between a student's victimization experience at school and
the student's perceived sense of safety as suggested by data reported _by students who had
experienced violent acts upon them at school indicated. It was also concluded that
bullying was prevalent on the high school campuses in Osceola County. Responses
indicated that 29.6% of the student~ felt they had been bullied, this is very close to the.
national statistic of 30% (Nansel et al., 2001). If this percentage was representative to the
district population of high school students, 3,301 students would be the victims of
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bullying. Other types of victimization that had the strongest relationship to students'
sense of safety were having been bullied on campus, having been threatened on campus,
and having been threatened by someone with a weapon on campus.
Research Question 3 focused on the perceived school violence intervention or
prevention measures high school students felt would increase their sense of safety while
at school. Using a 1.-4 point Likert scale of level of agreement, students indicated their
level of agreement with 12 different school violence intervention/prevention measures as
to whether the measure would increase their sense of safety. The top four measures
chosen that would increase high school students' sense of safety were a wider selection of
.·extra-curricular activities (me~= 3.05); followed by more adult staff members to talk
(mean = 2.68), an increase in school resource officers (mean = 2.48) and an increased
number of school-wide safety assemblies (mean= 2.43). Rated last of the 12 was
· mandatory school uniforms (mean= 1.62).· Initiatives that gave a visual or physical
.sense of security such as security technology, school uniforms, and uniformed security
·personnel were not seen as initiatives that would increase the students; sense of safety.
The purpose of Research Question 4 ~as to determine if there was a relationship
between a students' opinions of their school and their perceived sense of safety at school.
The research confirmed that a relationship exists between a student's opinion o,f school
and his or her sense of safety. All nine opinion variables yielded statistically significant ·
relationships with the sense of safety variable at the .05 level. The phi coefficients
indicating the strength of the relationships between sense of safety and each opinion
variable iridepertdently ranged from .631 to .234, indicating moderately high to low.· The
top three variables with the strongest relationships to sense of safety were feeling cared
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for at school with a phi coefficient of .631, follo'wed by feeling good about myself at
school, with~ phi coefficient of .538, and my school is welcoming to all people with a
phi coefficient of .528. The opinion variable that had the weakest relationship with sense
of safety was my school has a wide variety of extra-curricular activities. It should be
noted that even though the opinion of having a wide selection of extra-curricular
activities and a student's sense of safety had the weakest relationship strength, a wider
selection of extra-curricular activities was the safety measure chosen in Research
Question 3 that would make students feel most secure at school.

In swnmary, high school student respondents' opinions of their high schools'
climate or culture influenc~d the perceptions they had about their safety at school in
Osceola County. If students felt that they were cared for, welcomed, and felt good about
themselves while at school, they generally felt a sense of safety and security.
Research Question 5 focused on whether there is a relationship between students'
experiences at school and their decision to carry a weapon at school. The results of data
analysis indicated that there was a statistically significant relationship (p< .05) between a
student's decisions to carry a weapon to school and his or her experiences with
victimization. Phi coefficients indicating relationship ·strengths ofthe weapon carrying
variable with all 11 victimization_variables varied from moderately high (.561) to low
(.257)..
· The researcher's data indicated a total of 21 students, or approximately 6%,
reported having brought a weapon to school. Though this figure may appear
insignificant, translated back to the larger population this would indicate 669 students
bringing weapons onto the six high scho.ol campuses in the school district. Students who
r-
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had experienced violence or were victimized at school were more likely to bring a
weapon to school. The study also indicated that peer weapon carrying and negative
behavior also were related to a decision to carry a weapon onto campus. Variables
indicating such a relationship in this study were fighting on campus, and nlimber of
suspensions.
As indicated in several other studies, student involvement in school whether it be
athletics, clubs or organizations did not have a relationship with the decision to carry a
·weapon to school. Also, demographic factors such as grade level and gender were not
related to the decision to carry a weapon to school.

Discussion
Data from· this study confirmed that students' experiences at school and opinions
of school did influence their perception of their safety while at school. Respondents also
ind~cated which safety concerns were perceived to be the most serious on their school
carp.pus and which violence intervention or prevention initiatives would increase their
sense of safety while at school.

In regard to Research Question 1 as to the issues high school students perceived
as the most serious safety concerns at their school, data from this study indicated that
· students in six Osceola County, Florida high schools reported that weapons on campus·
comprised their most serious safety concern. A total of 92 (26.4%) of all respondents
rated weapons as their most serious concern. Racial Tensions followed Weapons closely
with 25.1 % of the respondents rating it. as their major concern. In addition, 26.5% of all
respondents felt it was still serious enough to rate it as second in importance. Overall,

106 ·

more than half of the student respondents (51.6%) felt that Racial Tensions was a serious
enough problem that they ranked it their first or second concern compared to only 38.1 %
of respondents rating weapons as one of the top two concerns. Following Weapons and
Racial Tensions in descending order were Bullying (20.5%), Campus Security (16.0%),
and Drugs (8.9%).
Even though data from the literature review indicated that incidents of weapons
on campus have decreased since the beginning of the 1990s, the student respondents from
the current study perceived weapons on campus as the most serious safety concern in
Osceola County, Florida. The Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) reported that in the
.United States, students carrying a gun during the past 30 days decreased from 7 .9% in
1993 to 4.9% in 1999. Also nationally, students carrying a weapon on school campus
_during the past 30 days decreased from 11.8% in 199t:to 6.9% in 1999 (Centers for
Disease Control, 2001). Bilchik (2000) also reported that according to the National
Cente:r; for ·Injury Prevention and Control, the percentage of high s~hool students in the
United States bringing weapons to school declined from 26.1 % in 1991 to 18.3 percent in
i997. Golly et al. (2001) reported corroborating information from the U.S. Department
of Justice, indicating that overall rates of serious violent school crime appeared to be
decreasing or at least have stabilized during the past decade. However, statistics reported
in the Florida Department of Edµcation Division of student. Achievement and
Articulation Bureau of Safety and School Reporting (2003) indicated the incidents of
weapons on campuses in Osceola County over past three school years have fluctuated.
\

The fluctuation may be a reason for student respondents' .perceptions that weapons are a
serious concern.
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As in this study, The 33 rd Annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll of the Public's
Attitudes Toward the Public School offered respondents the opportunity to identify the
most serious problems facing public schools (Gallup & Lowell, 2001). The results of the
·Gallup poll indicated that financial support and discipline/control were ranked the highest
problems at 15% for the past two years. Financial support and discipline were followed
,

,

I

by another tie with 10% of the respondents finding fighting/violence/gangs and
overcrowding as majorpro:I,lems facing schools. The use of drugs, chosen by 9%,
completed the top five issues the public identified as the biggest problems facing public
schools. Financial support was not offered as one of the choices to rank in the current
study; however, the lack of discipline and control pertain to the foundation of the issues
offered in the current study.
The Gallup Poll reported violence/fighting and gang activity as the second public
concern. The current study confirmed the public opinion that gang activity is a serious
concern. pescriptive statistics reported that 20.1 % of respondents felt that gang activity
was a problem on their campus. It was also reported that Racial Tensions followed
.Weapons closely with 25.1 % of the respondents in this study rating it-as their highest ·
concern. In addition, 26.5% of all respondents felt it was still serious enough to rate it as
number two. Overall, more than half of the student respondents (51.6%) felt that Racial
Tensions was a serious enough problem that they ranked it their first or second concern.
Racial tension and gang activity are being reported together in this discussion, as gangs
are often racially related.
Statistics reported in the Florida Department of Education Division of Student
Achievement and Articulation Bureau of Safety and School Report (2003) that the ethnic

108

demographics for the School District of Osceola County are changing rapidly. The racial
breakdown has changed from a predominately Caucasian agricultural community to one
with a diverse cultural population. Even in the past two years, 2000-01 and 2001-02, the
racial composition had substantial changes. The Hispanic population grew from 3,983
(37.7%) to 4,709 (39.4%). Of the ~,403 new students to the high school population
between the 2001-01 and 2001-02 school years, 726 were Hispanic. Even though
Caucasian students are still slightly higher in number, ·constituting 46.1 % of the total high
school population, Hispanic students committed the majority of the disciplinary
infractions resulting in out-of-school suspensions. There were 959 infrac~ions by
Hispanic students resulting in out-of-school suspension which was 46% of all
suspensions for disciplinary infractions. Though not proving that racial tensions are at
. the center of these disruptive behaviors on school campuses, the statistics did indicate
· that there was a concern with the negative behaviors being demonstrated by a specific
ethnic population.
The results of the current study indicated drugs to be of least concern to
·respondents. A total of 84% of respondents in the current study indicated that they did not
feel drugs were a problem at all on their campus. It was indicated to the researcher by
respondents during the administration of the Safety Climate Survey at two ofthe six
participating schools that drugs were not considered a problem at all. During the
administration of the survey, student respondents asked the researcher as to tlie specific
types-of drugs being referenced in the survey. These questions by respondents indicated
·to the researcher that some drugs were considered acceptable to the students, while some
other types of drugs may not be.
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The indication that drugs were not a concern on high· school campuses in Osceola
County was not supported by the national data from . the Center for bisease Control
YRBS which indicated a continued increase among teens in drug use during the 1990s.
The YRBS reported that lifetime use of marijuana increased from 31.3% in 1991 to
4 7 .2% in 1999 and the use of cocaine increased from 1. 7% in 1991 to 4.0% in. 1999. It
could be implied from the current study that high school students feel drugs are a normal
part of teenage life in our culture; therefore, they were not seen as a problem in society or
on campus.
The Florida Department of Education Division of Student Achievement and
Articulation Bureau of Safety an4 School Report (2003) reported that discipline action
was taken 55 times during the 2001~02 school year to address drug violations on all
school campuses in Osceola County, FL. This number decreased from 76 for the
2000-01 school year. Yet only 17 high school students district-wide had been expelled
due to serious behavior infractions during the 2001-02 school year. This number was
down from 72 expulsions for high school students in the 2000-01 school year. This may
indicate that drugs on campus were not perceived as serious an offense as other b_ehavior
infractions by school personnel.
In conclusio~, regardless of the fact that the literature reported that.statistics show
that weapons on campus have been decreasing nationally, participating students from this
·study perceived weapons as a serious concern on their campus. A total of 21 students
self-reported that they themselves had brought a weapon to school, and 116 students
.

.

reported that they lmew someone who had brought a weapon to school at least once. This
is almost orte-third of the total respondents of the survey having reported lmowing
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someone who had brought a weapon to school. The data from this data may be indicative
of why high school students in Osceola County, FLperceive weapons on campus as a
serious concern. Following Weapons and Racial Tension, respondents of the current
study indicated that Bullying was rated third as a serious safety concern.

In regard to Rese·arch Question 2 as to the relationship between a student's
perceived sense· of safety and whether he or she has been bullied or vi~timized at school,
this study indicated that there was a relationship between a student's victimization
experiences at school and his or her perceived sense of safety. Mitchell (2000) had stated
that the awareness, the threat, or the experience of violence at school could result in a
growing sense of fear. Students experiencing victimization concentrate on the real or
perceived fear and could not focus on learning. In tum, the academic environment is
eroded by this fear~
The National Center for Educational. Statistics (2001) reported that 1 out of every
12 students that stay home each day do so out of fear. Data from this study supported
that statistic, in that 19% of students indicated that they had been afraid to go to school.
Also, 14% of students indicated that they did not feel safe at school.
It was ~stablished in this study that relationships existed between students' sense
of safety at school and the level of victimization they had experienced. The strongest
relationship indicated from the analysis of the data between a student's sense of safety at
school and the victimization variables was that of students who reported being bullied on
campus. Additional relationships with moderate. strength were those of students having
. been threatened on campus and having been threatened with a weapon on campus.
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In a survey entitled Health Behavior. of School-aged Children (HBSC), conducted
of 15,686 public and private school students in the United States, nearly 30% of
responding students reported that they have been involved in bullying, eit~er having
bullied or been bullied (Nansel et al., 2001). More than 16% stated. that they had been
occasionally bullied during the current school term ·with 8% reporting that they had
bullied or.been bullied at least once weekly. The current study,reported stronger findings.
A total of 102 students (29 .6%) reported .actually having been bullied on campus at least
once. Thirteen percent reported having been bullied occasionally or frequently. A total of
25 students (23 .8%) reported being bullied also reported not feeling safe at school. The
data from this study indicated a statistically significant relationship (chi square value =
72.47, 9 df, p < .05) between sense of safety and being bullied on campus. The strength
of this relationship was indicated as a moderate relationship (phi coefficient = .454, p <
.05). Similar results from victimization variables such as being threatened on campus .
and being threatened with a weapon yielded similar results indicating that victimization
experiences at school are related to a student's sense of safety.
. The current study also supported theHBSC findings that race and school size and
setting were not a contributing factors in the .occurrence of bullying. Overall, responses
from the study indicated that victimization does influence students' perceptions of their
safety oh campus.
With regard to Research Question 3 as to the perceptions of the school violence
irtterveiltive or preventive measures that would increase students' sense of safety at
school, respondents agreed that there were initiatives that would increase their sense of
safety at school. A wider selection of extra-curricular activities was chosen as the top
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initiative to increase a sense of safety on campus by 77% of the respondents. It was
agreed by 63 % of respondents that more adult staff members to talk to was a safety
measure that would also increase student sense of safety. An increase in school resource· ·
officers yielded an affirmative response by 53.2% of the respondents. This was followed
by 51.5% ofrespondents agreeing that more school-wide safety assemblies would
increase their sense of safety. The four 3:bove.;stated safety measures were chosen by
more than 50% of all respondents in the current study. Therefore, it was found that
respondents of this study did indicate that there were interventions or preventive
measures that would increase their sense of safety while at school.As Harris (2000) stated, school safety plans must include a mult~-leveled
approach. The three approaches to be included in the plan are: prevention, intervention,
and security. Respon1ents from this study indicated by their choices that they are not
concerned :with nor do they necessarily understand that the process is multi-faceted.
Their selections with the strongest support were for the most part centered around their
own socialization. More school-wide safety assemblies and more extra curricular
activities indicated the desire-of the students to want social activities that make them
more involved or entertained. This may confirm Hircshi' s (2000) Control ~eory that
when people feel more committed or involved in their community or an organization,
they are more likely to 'buy into the rules and laws of the organization ~din result, fee~
more secure or attached. The premise of the theory was that when citizens. or members
feel more secure or attached, deviation from rules and appropriate behaviors were less
likely to happen.
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The indication by respondents that more adults to talk to on campus would
increase their sense of security reinforced the tenets of character education programs.
Many of "The Eleven Principals of Character Education" presented by Lewis, Lickona
and Schapps (1999) could be addressed or implemented by adults on school campuses.
Several of the character education principles that tie nicely to the desires of the students
in this study are: moral leadership from staff and students, the school staff shares the
responsibility of character building and adhere to the core values expected of students,
and that the school recruits parents and community members as full partners in character
building. If students desire to have more adults to interact with, and the adults they are
interacting with portray and model positive core values, then the culture and the climate
of the school will be one moving away from deviance and violence. Having more caring
adults to interact with may also increase the perceptions of being cared for while at
school. This variable stro~gly related to feeling safe at school.
The literature review indicated that the ·Florida Safe and Drug-Free Schools
Programs State Report (2001) reported that School District of Osceola County was only
utilizing four of the -55 available violence p~evention curricula. The prevention curricula
programs used were: "Big Changes Big Choices" video series~ Conflict Resolution,
"Peace Talks" video series, and "Skillstreaming." Based on student resp~nses to the
current study, the initiatives being used in the school district were not in synch with their
perceptions of what would increase their sense of safety on school campus. Less than
half the student respondents that participated in the current study (45.6%) felt that a
conflict resolution program would increase their sense of safety.
'

'
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It can be implied from the student responses that school leaders perhaps consider·
changes in the programs being utilized district-wide. More personalized, studentcentered programs are what respondents indicated would increase their sense of safety.
Visual safety measures such as·unifonns, increased hall monitors, increased uniformed
security personnel, and security technologies were not initiatives that increased the
perception of safety on a school campus.

·In regard to Research Question 4 as to the relationship between students' opinions
of school and his or her sense of safety at school, the responses confirmed Hirschi' s
Control Theory (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1995) that when students did not 'feel attachment
and acceptance at school their chance of deviating from authority and social conventions
was much higher. If students felt good about themselves at school and felt that they were
cared for, they tended to feel safe and secure in their environment. Data from the current
study indicated that variables such as feeling school is welcoming, feeling ~ared for at
school, and feeling good about one's self at school yielded the strongest relationships
between students' opinions of school and sense of safety.. All eight opinion variables
analyzed in this study from the Safety Climate Survey yielded positive or negative
relationships of significant strength.
The opinions of the respondents of this study confirmed the statistics reported by
the National Center for Educational Statistics that stude~ts today feel less safe than they
did in the past even though the rate of school crime is decreasing. In 1989, 6% of students
n~tionwide, ages 12-19 reported that either sometime, or most of the time, they feared
that they may be attacked or harmed at school. By 1995, that percentage rose to 9%, as
reported by the National Center for Educational Statistics (Bilchik, 2000).The opinion
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that school is not a safe place can erode the quality of the educational experience at any
school. The Safety Climate Survey utilized for collecting data in this study provided
students the opportunity to give their opinion on their sense of safety. When asked
directly if they felt safe at school, 86% indicated that they did, 14% indicated that they
did not. It was also indicated that 69.3% of the students felt cared for at school, yet
30.7% did not. Regardless of how infrequent the incidents, crime at school involving
students or teachers contributes to a climate of fear. Stephens (2001) stated that one out
of every 12 students that stayed home from school each day did so out of fear. A total of
19% of students in the current study reported that they were afraid to go to school on one
or more occasions.
With regard to Research Question 5, as to the relationship between students'
experiences at school and students' decision to carry a weapon to school, there
were 21self-reported incidents of weapon carrying to school in the current study. That
was 5.9% of the total respondents. Of the six participating high schools, two of the
schools had five students each report weapon carrying, two more schools reported fo~r
students each state they had carried a weapon to school, o;ne school had two students
report weapon carrying, and the last school had one student report carrying a weapon to
. school.
The analysis of data from the current study concluded that there was a
relationship between students' experiences at school and their decision to carry a weapon
to school. Negative victimization experiences such as being threatened with a weapon by
someone at school, knowing someone else that has brought a weapon to school, or having
been physically assaulted at school had a significant influence on a student's decision to
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carry a weapon to school. However, factors such as gender, grade level and school
· involvement did not have a significant relationship with a student's decision to carry a
weapon to school.
The current study confirmed Rountree's (2000) study which indicated that peer
weapon carrying as well as criminal lifestyle were important predictors of students
carrying weapons to school regardless of community context. Data from respondents of
this study indicated that fights on school campus and suspens.ions were predictor
behaviors for weapon carrying. Both of these variables, fights on campus and
suspensions had a statisticallysignific~t relationship with weapon carrying. Rountree's
·study also stated that peer weapon carrying was a predictor of weapon carrying, was
confirmed by this study. Knowing someone else that had brought a weapon to school
yielded the strongest relationship with weapon carrying in the current study.
Jenkins' (1997) study of general school misconduct had important implications
for school weapon carrying. It examined the effects of the school social bond on school
crime with a 14-item index consisting of a variety of delinquent acts, including weapon
carrying. School bond was found to be important in explaining school crime. Particularly
significant was that commitment to school and belief in school rules were inversely
related to school crime. Involvement in school-related activities was least predictive of
school crime. The current study confirmed that involvement in school-related activities
did not have a relationship with the dec_ision to carry a weapon to school. The current
study also confirmed Callahan and Rivara's (1992) study in which it was found that the
number of school suspensions which would be considered as a measure of low school
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attachment or commitment. This significantly increased handgun ownership among
urban high school students.
Just as Alford, Coggeshall, and Kingery (1999) found that the most important
factors in the decision to carry a weapon to school appeared to be violent behavior in
which weapons are used to harm others, active gang involvement, victimization by others
carrying a weapon, and whether peers and older associates carried weapons; the current
study elicited .confirming results. Having been threatened with a weapon at school,
having been bullied at school, and having been physically assaulted or threatened proved
.to have strong relationships to weapon carrying.
Overall, this study confirmed the findings of previous studies that peer weapon
carrying, victimization at school, and deviant or 9riminal behavior were related to ·
weapon carrying to school. Analysis of the present data established solid relationships
· between such variables and weapon carrying.

Recommendations for Policy and Practice for District Administrators
Several recommendations are_ made from the conclusions of this study for district
·level administrators and personnel: ·
.1. A commonality of responses by students in the current study have indicated
that a feeling cared for, welcomed, and part of something larger provided a
sense of security and belonging for students. The district level personnel in
collaboration with community leaders and law enforcement need to work at
building a stronger sense of community for Osceola County. The transient
nature of the area may malce, the sense of community and attachment difficult
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for SOfi1:e families. The schools may be the prime venue for enhancing that
climate of caring and culture of cohesive community.
2. Racial Tensions were indicated as perceived concern mi the high school
campus by respondents in the current study. District level conflict resolution
specialists need to be in the schools more frequently presenting programs or
initiating safe community forums to discuss the issue and solicit student and
community feedback to address the concern felt by students. Once again, a
collaboration with local law enforcement and culturally diverse community
leaders may enhance the effectiveness of changing the perception.
3. Continued data collection district-wide is important for understanding the
climate of school campuses from a student perspective. The Safety Climate
Survey developed by the researcher for use in the current study
is an instrument that elicits solid data from respondents. However,
consistency in use and definition of terms contained in· the survey were
paramount to the successful validity and reliability of the instrument. The use
of this instrument or a district developed instrument addressing safety
concerns is needeq. to continue gathering important information to address the
safety concerns felt district-wide by students.

Recommendations for Policy and Practice for School Administrators
Several recommendations are made from the conclusions of this study for school
level administrators and personnel:
1. Principals and other adult staff members need to acknowledge the fact that
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bullying does persist among the high school stud_ents in Osceola County,
Florida. Adults' presumptions that bullying is just 'boys being boys'
or norma1 rites of passage must change. Bullying needs to be addressed
immediately upon notice or observation. Schoql leaders need to take an active
role in changing the student' perception that nothing will be done to address the
problem or that telling an adult will exacerbate the situation for the victim.
2. Student's perceptions are their reality. If they perceive that schoolis not a safe
place, their learning experience is diminished. Listening to their concerns and
perceptions is .important. Schools should provide more adult staff members to
regularly discuss with students their concerns for their own safety in a safe and
risk-free -environment.
3. Discussions need to take place on campuses concerning the use of and
perception of drugs in the lives of teens toqay. _Curriculum reinforcing the
dangerous effects of drugs need to be infused through a variety of different
content areas, rather than just in health classes. At the indication of students in
this study, more school-wide assemblies addressing such issues as drugs need
to be brought into the school calendar·of events.
4. Racial tensions were indicated as being a fairly serious concern for students.
Forums to discuss this issue in risk-free settings could be impl~mented into
leader&hip programs or through cultural diversity curriculum in social science
and humanities courses.
5. A caring_ and welcoming staff was indicated as making students feel safe and
secure

at school.

School should incorporate in-service training with staff on
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the tenets of character education and infuse character education across the
curriculum so that it is part of every content area.
6. A multi-level approach to school violence needs to be developed for each
school according specific needs. Even though students in this study indicated
that meeting emotional and.social needs would increase their sense of security
but did not indicate that campus security was a major concern to them,
administrators still need to make sure that the physical plant is secure and fully
supervised. Constant visual supervision is essential by the entire staff, not just
administration. This can be addressed by more adult supervision physically
present in hallways, cafeteria, and restroom areas consistently through out the
day. This gives students the perception that there is constant vigilance and
. surveillarwe to insure campus safety.
7. Discussions with students and written policies about the dangers and
repercussions of bringing weapons to school should be conducted regularly
and through a variety of media. Swift and consistent action for
those who violate this is necessary.
8. Since research has indicated that peer-weapon carrying is a strong predictor for
bringing a weapon to schooi, administrators should develop a system to
address monitoring peers of those students caught with weapons at school.
9. Individualized, comprehensive school-wide programs need to be put in place
that target the. overall climate of the school. This may address a greater
number of the issues involved with school violence rather than just one
specific concern such as weapons or bullying.
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Recommendations· for Further Research
This study continued to address this important and timely topic of school violence
and student safety. The results an.d conclusions of this study present the following
implications for further research:
1. Devise district-wide systems to obtain continual useful data on student
perceptions of safety on campus.
2. Since bullying is such an-important piece of the cycle of violence, itis
important to determine the actual prevalence .of bullying in the School District
of Osceola County, FL and.to det~rmine how to effectively recognize local
risk factors and address the issue.
3. Further study is recommended on the relationship between weapon carrying
and past fighting or suspensions. School districts, including the School
District of Osceola County, could investigate their own data on those students
expelled or assigned to alternative programs for weapon carrying, and the
perpetrators' prior discipline records.
4. Continue study on student perception of their own safety. Student perception
'

.,,.

..

may differ .greatly from adult perception.
5. The indication that respondents in this study did not perceive drugs as a
problem on campuses conflicts with national data that drug use is on the rise.
Further investigation into the drug culture of teens may assist school leaders
in determining if drugs are truly not a problem or if youth today are just
desensitized to the reality of the dangers of drugs and the violence that can
occur related to the use and sale. of illegal drugs.
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6. This study addressed bullying in relationship· to students being afraid to go to
school. However, it is recommended that further research be conducted into
other reasons why students may be afraid to go to school, such as performance
anxiety, hopelessness on the FCAT, incompetent teachers. Future surveys
could include opportunities for students to state other reasons why they may"
not want to go to school.
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Safety Climate Survey
Please take a few minutes to share your experiences and opinions of your sense of safety at your current school.
The information will be used to develop initiatives for school safety improvements. All responses are
completely confidential. Thank you for your time and honesty.
Please respoµd to the following statements by checking the appropriate response.
Strongly
Ae;ree

Opinions about your school:

!'feel that my school is welcoming to all people.
Racial tension exists at my school.
Drugs are a major problem on my campus.
My school offers a wide variety of extra-curricular activities.
lfeel safe while I am at school.
I feel cared for while at school.
Teachers show personal interest toward students at my
school.
8. ·Teachers at my school have a caring attitude.
9. I feel goo(,i about myself while at school.
10. I feel gang activity is a conceTlJ. on my school campus.
Your personal experiences at school:

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disae;ree

Once

Never

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Frequently
(4 or more
times)

Occasionally
(2-3 times)

11. Have you ever been bullied on school campus? .
12. Have you ever been threatened on school campus?
13. Have you ever been physically assaulted on school campus?
14. Have you been in a physical fight on school campus?
15. Have you·ever been suspended?
16. Have you ever been afraid to go to school?
17. Have you brought a weapon to school?
18. Do yo·u know someone that has brought a weapon to school?
19. Have you ever considered bringing a weapon to school?
20. Has someone ever threatened you with a weapon at school?
21. Have you ever been offered drugs at school?
22. Have you ever_ seen students doing drugs at school?
23. Have you ever had personal property stolen at school?
Would the following increase your sense of security at.
school?
24. Peer mediation program mandatory for all students
25. Conflict resolution program mandatory for all students
26. Cultural diversity/sensitivity class mandatory for all
students
27. An increase in school resource officers
28. Mandatory school uniform
29. More adult staff members you could talk to about your
problems
30. Increased number of school-wide assemblies on safety
issues
31. Increased number of hall monitors
32. Daily presence of uniformed security p~rsonnel
33. Safety task force made up of.students and faculty
34. Wider selection of extra-curricular activities
35. More security technologies on campus such as video
cameras, closed circuit TV and monitors, metal detectors
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Strongly
Agree

Agree

· Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

In considering your sense of security at scliool, think about safety concerns you have. Rank the
following safety issue, with 1 being your most serious concern and 5 being the least serious concern.
Rank

Safety/Security Issue
36. Bullying/threats by fellow students
3 7. Campus security (open campus, areas without security or supervision, easy
access to campus from outsiders)
38. Weapons on campus
39. Tension on campus (racial or tension among different groups)

40. Drug problems on campus

Please complete t~e following information by checking or filling in the appropriate response:
41. Gender: D Male

42. Ethnicity:

D Female

43. Grade:

D African American
0Asian
D Caucasian
D Hispanic
D Other

D 9th
D 10th
D 11th
D 12th

44.Age: _ _
45. Are you involved in school athletics?

DYes

DNo

46. Are you involved in school clubs or organizations?

DYes

DNo

4 7. How long have you attended your current high school?'
48. What is the highest education level of your parent(s)/guardian(s)?

·Thank you for your participation!
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D less than high ~chool
D high school diploma
.D Tech/frade school
D 2 yr. College
D 4 yr. College Degree
D Higher than 4 yr.
Degree

APPENDIXB
PRINCIPAL'S LETTER

127

4900.Pleasant Hill Road
Kissimmee, FL 34759
Phone: 407-870-9.949
Fax:407-870-8976

New Dimensions High School

March 8, 2002

Mr. Mike Brizendine
Poinciana High School
·2300 Poinciana Blvd.
Kissimmee, FL 34758
Dear Mike:
Student safety and the security of the school campus are major concerns for school administrators
everywhere. We are-always focusing efforts on how to improve that area of our responsibility.
Yet, we may not fully understand if our students really perceive their school as safe, or what it is
that makes them feel secure and attached. Their perceptiori is their reality. And tragically, we
have all seen what happens when feelings of victimization and insecurity penetrate a child~s sense
of safety and attachment to their school. Knowing their perception can assist in addressing their
concerns and make them feel safer.
As part of my doctoral studies at the University of Central Florida, I am conducting a climate
survey with high school students in Osceola County. The purposes of this study are to: (1)
determine what factors contribute to high school students' sense of security at school, and (2)
what measures put in place by the school would increase a student's sense of security. It is my
intention to look at the sample of high school students to determine if there are any variables to
generalize back to the population of Osceola County. It is not the intention of the study for
school-to-school comparisons from analysis of the data. Therefore;-atyour request, I will provide
you with your individual school data for you to use internally for school improvement initiatives.
With support for this research from Superintendent Muse, The University of Central Florida, and
-instrument approval _from the University's Institutional Review Board, I am asking for yours.
Please allow ~e to survey an English I, an English n, an English ID, and an English IV class on
your campus. I am requesting to work with yoµr English Department Chair to formalize the .
administration of this survey. I strongly feel that this study will benefit our district and provide us
as administrators with valuable. insight and information to be utilized as school improvement
measures to make our students feel more secure. I will contact you in the next several days to
discuss any questions you may have and to obtain the name of the .English department contact for
y9ur school. Thank you for your support of this research.
Sincerely,

Tina Testani-Cafiero
Director
Enc.

Superintendent Letter
Survey Instrument
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D

OFFICE MEMORANDUM

0

0
0

OSCEOLA COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD
817 Bill Beck Boulevard
Kissimmee, Florida 34744

0

BLAINE A. MUSE, SUPERINTENDENT

0
0
0

NOTE AND FILE
NOTE AND RETURN
ANSWER, COPY TO ME
REPLY FOR MY SIGNATURE
TAKE CHARGE OF n-us

0SIGN.
OCOMMENT
FOR YOUR APPROVAL
FOR YOUR INFORMATION
RETURNED

TO:

DATE

Christina L. Testani-Cafiero

2/07/02

MEMORANDUM
NUMBER

SU-02-020

SUBJECT

(~Z'aine A. Muse, Superintendent

Prospectus for School Safety

'·
I have reviewed the infonnatiort provided regarding the Safety
Climate · Survey and conclude that the data collected would
certainly benefit the school district.
Perceptions regarding
how students· feel about school safety and their -security on
campus would be valuable information to the district.
The collection of the _ data will as.sist with preventive
measures which may be needed .on a school campus or lead to
specific programs to address the areas of concern.

BAM:wlj

An Equal Opportuni~y Agency
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Christina Testani-Cafiero
5113 Bellthorn Dr.
Orlando, FL 32837
407-870-9949

August, 2002
Dear Parent/Guardian:
I am a doctoral student at the University of Central Florida under the supervision of
faculty member, Dr. William Bozeman, conducting research on high school student's
perceived sense of school safety and measures that can be put in place to increase student
security at schooL The results of this study may help high ·school administrators ·
implement programs to increase scho_ol safety and _security for students on their campus.
High school students will be administered a questionnaire during their English class. The
survey will take approximately 30 minutes, one time during only one class period.
Students will be asked questions about their opinions of school, their experiences at
school, what they feel would increase their sense of safety at school, and whaf they feel
are the most serious safety concerns on their campus. The students will not be required
to put their name or school identification number on the survey. Student responses will
be kept confidential to the extent provided by the law. Surveys from each of the school
district's high schools will be color coded, and results will only be reported in the form of
group data. Participation or non-participation in this study will not affect the student's
grades or placement in any program.
You and your child have the right to withdraw consent for your child's participation at
any time Without consequence. There are no known risks or immediate benefits to the
participants. No compensation is offered for participation.· Results of this study will be
available in December 2002 by request. If you have any questions about this research
project, please contact me at 407-870-9949 or my facuJty supervisor, Dr. Bozeman at
407-384-2189.
Questions or concerns about research participant's rights may be directed to the UCFIRB
Office, University of Central Florida Office of Research, Orlando Tech Center, 12443
Research Parkway, Suite 207, Orlando FL 32826. The hours of operation are 8:00 a.m.
until 5 :00 p.m., Monday through Friday except on University of Central Florida official
holidays. The phone number for the UCFIRB Office is 407-823-2901.
Sincerely,

Christina. Testani-Cafiero
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -I- - - - - - Parent/ Guardian

Date

I
-2n_,,d.--p_ar_e_n_t/_G_u_ar_d1-.an-(.or-w-it-n-es_s_i_f_n_ot_2_n~a-P-ar
..
___e_n_t/_G_u_ar_di_an_) _ _ _D_at_e_ __

___· I have read the procedures described above.
___ I voluntarily give my consent for my child, ________________, to
participate in Christina Testani-Cafiero's study of school safety.
___ I would lij(e to receive a copy of the procedure description.
___ I would not like to receive a copy of the procedure description.
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Christina Testani-Cafiero
4900 Pleasant Hill Road
Kissimmee, FL 34759
(407) 870-9949
Informed Assent Form

April 2002
Dear Osceola County High School Student:

a

· I am doctoral student at the University of Central Florida under the supervision of
faculty member, Dr. William Bozeman, conducting research on high school student's
perceived sense of school safety and measures that can be put in place to increase student
security at school. The results of this study may help high school administrators
implement programs to increase school safety and security for students on their campus.
You will be administered a questionnaire during your English class. The survey will take
approximately 30 minutes, one time during only one .class period. You will be asked
questions about your opinions of school, your experiences at school, what you feel would
increase your sense of safety at school, and what you feel are the most serious safety
.concerns on your campus. You will not be required to put your name or school
identification number on the survey. Student responses will be kept confidential to the
extent provided by the law. Surveys from each .of the high schools will be color coded,
and results will ortly be reported in the form of group data. Participation or nonparticipation in this study will not affe~t your grades or placement in any program.
You have the right to withdraw from participation at any time without consequence.
There are no known risks or immediate benefits to the participants. No compensation is
offered for participation. Although there is no compensation offered for participation, I .
hope this research will make high school students .feel safer on their school campus.
Results of this study will be available January 2003 by request. If you. have any
questions a9out this research project, please contact me at 407-870-9949 or my faculty
supervisor, Dr. Bozeman at 407.:384-2189.

If you believe you have been injured during participation in this research project, you
may file a claim against the State of Florida by filing a claim with the University of
central Florida's Insurance Coordinator, Purchasing Department, 4000 Central Florida
Blvd., Suite 360 Orlando, FL 32816, 407-823-2661. University of Central Florida is an
agency of the State of Florida and that the university's and the state's liability for
personal injury or property damage is extremely limited under Florida law. Accordingly,
the university's and the state's ability to compensate you for any personal injury or
property damage suffered during this research proj~ct is very limited.
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Information regarding your rights as a research volunteer may be obtained. from:
Chris Grayson
Institutional Review Board (IRB)
University of Central Florida
12443 Research Parkway, Suite 207
Orlando, FL 3286-3252
Telephone: 407-823-2901
Thank you for your participation iri this study.
Sincerely,

Christina Testani-Cafiero
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,~University.of

Office of Research

Central
Florida
February 28, 2002

Christina Testani-Cafiero
5113 Bellthom Dr.
Orlando, FL 32837
Dear Ms. Testani-Ca:fiero:
With reference to your protocol entitled, "Perceptions of School Safety of High School Students,
Osceola County, Florida," I am enclosing for your records the approved, executed document of
the UCFIRB Form you had submitted to our office.
·
Please be advised that this approval is given for one year. Should there be any addendums or
administrative changes to the already approved protocol, they must also be submitted to the
Board. Changes should not be initiated until written IRB approval is received. Adverse events
should be reported to the IRB as they occur. Further, should there be a need to extend this
protocol, a renewal form must be submitted for approval at least one month prior to the
anniversary date of the most recent approval and is the responsibility of the investigator (UCF).
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 823-2901.
Please accept our best wishes for the success of your endeavors.

Chris Grayson

Institutional Review Board (IRB)
Copy: IRB File

Offic-0 of Hc-sc-mch
1:2,1 .. 1.:J ncsc~c1rd1 Pc1rkwcly Suilc ~07 • Orl,111<10, FL 32820·3252
407·8~:J<\778 • P/\X 407-82:J-32DH
,\11

1:,111o1I r 1111111111111111,· o1111I .\llir111.i11,·e· .\1 lit',11 ll1•,1i111rio11
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Crosstabulation Tables for Research Question 2
I feel safe at school * Have you ever been bullied on campus?
Have you ever been bullied on school campus?
frequently
occasionally
4 or more
· 2-3 times
times
once
Never
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

1
7
5
5

2
15
9

18

26

12
40
5
1
58

76
149
20
4
249

Total
91
211
39
. 10
351

I feel safe at school * Have you ever been threatened on campus?
.Have you ever been threatened on school campus?
frequently
4 or more
occasionally
times
2-3 times
once
Never
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

2
6
5
4
17

2
23
11
1
37

11
38
6
2
57

76
144
17
3
240

Total
91
211
39
10
351

I feel safe at school * Have you ever been physically assaulted on campus?
Have you ever been physically assaulted on school
campus?
frequently
occasionally
4 or more
times
2-3 times
once
Never
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree·
Disagree·
Strongly Disagree
Total

2
8
4

3
1
2
6

14

140

5
19
8
2
34

84
181
26
6
297

Total

91
211
39
10
351

I feel safe at school * Have you ever been· in a physical fight oi1 campus?·
Have you ever been in a physical fight on school
campus?
frequently ·
4 or more
occasionally
times
2-3 times
once
Never
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
(
Strongly Disagree
Total

1

3
5
2
2
12

6
2
2
11

6
15
7
1
29

81
185
28
5
299

Total

91
211
39
10
351

I feel safe at school * Has someone ever threatened you with a weapon at school?
Has someone ever threatened you with a weapon at
school?
Frequently
4 or more
occ~sionally
2-3 times
once
Never
times
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

2
23
11
1
37

2
6
5
4
17

11
38
6
2
57

76
144
17
3
240

Total

91
211
39
10
. 351

I feel safe at school * Has. someone ever offered you drugs at school?
Has someone ever offered you drugs at school?
frequently
',ol'-~'¥·
4ormore
occasionally
once
Never
times
2:-3 times
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

4
14
5
3
26

7
13
5
1
26

141 .

8
30
10
1
49

72
153
19
5
249

Total
91
210
39
10
350

I feel safe at school* Have you ever seen students doing drugs at school?·
Have you ever seen students doing drugs at school?
frequently
4 or more
occasionally
times
2-3 times
once
Never
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

3
28
6
1
38

3
9
5
3
20

12
39
10
1
62

73
133
16
5
227

Total
91
209
37
lO
347

I feel safe at school? * Have you ever had personal property stolen at school?
. Have you ever had personal property stolen at school?
frequently
4 or more
occasionally
times
2-3 times
once
Never
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

15
35
7
2
59

3
13
9
2
27

142

13
74
11
1
99

60
89
12
5
166

Total
91
211
39
10
351
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Crosstabulation Tables for Research Question 4:

I feel safe at school * My school is welcoming.
My school is welcoming
Strongly
Agree
Agree
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

52
45
8
2
107

31
148
19.
2
200

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

5

3

13
10
·2
30

5

2
. ·4
14

Total

91
211
39
10

351

I feel safe at school * Racial tension exists at i:nY school.
Racial tension exists at my school.
Strongly
Agree
Agree
Disagree
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

13
36
11
2
62

18
83
22
1
124

41
70
5
5
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Strongly
Disagree

18
19
1
2
40

Total

90
208
39
10
351

I feel safe at school_* Drugs are a major problem on my campus.
Drugs are a major problem on my campus.
Strongly
Agree
Agree
Disagree
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Str:ongly Disagree
Total

2

7
32
8
2
50

2
3
2·
8

144

29
140
18
5

192

Strongly
Disagree

52
37
8
2
99

Total

90
211
38
10

349

I feel safe at school * My school offers a wide variety of extra-curricular activities.
My school offers a wide variety of extra-curricular
activities.
Strongly
Strongly
Agree
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree·
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

43

27
91
22
4
144

72

10
1
126

14
37
7
3
61

Total

2
19

90
211
39
10
350

Strongly
Disagree

Total

6
11

I feel safe at school * I feel cared for. at school.
I feel cared for at school.
Strongly
Agree
Agree
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

24

Disagree

9
55
19

2

46
137
9
2

3

47

194

86

11

1
.7
9
5
22

90
210
39
10
350

I feel safe at school * Teachers show personal interest toward students at my school.
Teachers show personal interest toward. students at my
school.
Strongly
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
Agree
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

Total

('!!(

45

37
36

127
23
4
199

73

145

7
45
12
4
68

2
3
4
2

91
211
39

11

351

10

I feel safe ~t school * Teachers at my school have a caring attitude.
Teachers at my school have a caring attitude
Strongly
Strongly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
Agree
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
To~l

37
32

41
138
22
7
208

69

9
36 ·
11

56

4
5
5
3
17

Total

91
, 211
38
10

350

I feel safe at school * I feel good about myself when I am at school.
I feel good about myself when I am at school
· Strongly
Strongly
Agree
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
I feel safe at school
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

43
41
2
1
87

43
141
. 19
4
207

4
24
12
1
42

Total

1
5
3
4

91
211
38

13

350

10
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Crosstabulation Tables for Research Question 5
Have you ever brought a weapon to school?* Have you ever been bullied on campus?
Have you ever been bullied on school campus?
frequently
4 or more occasionally
times
Once
never
2-3 times
Have you ever brought a
weapon to school?
4 or more times
2-3 times
Once
Never
Total

3

1

4

2
1
16
20

4
55
59

25
26

Total

10

236
248

2
15
332
353

Have you ever brought a weapon to school? * Have you ever been threatened on campus?
Have you ever been threatened on school campus?
frequently
4 or more occasionally
times
never
2-3 times
once
Have you ever brought a
weapon to school?
4 or more times
2-3 times
·once
Never
Total

3

1
1
1
36
38

2
12
17

1
8

49
58

4
235
240

Total

4
2
15
332
353

.

Have you ever brought a weapon to school? * Have you ever been physically assaulted .on
campus.?
Have you ever been physically assaulted on school
campus?
frequently
Total
4 or more occasionally
times
2-3 times
once
never
Have you ever brought a
weapon to school?
4
2
2
4 or more times
2
1
1
2-3 times
15
2
2
1
10
Once
332
13
30
286
3
Never
353
15
6
35
297
Total

148

----i------- -----------------------------------

Have you ever brought a weapon to school? * Have you ever been in a physical fight on
campus?
Have you ever been in a physical fight on school
campus?
frequently
4 or more
occasionally
times
2-3 times
once
never
· · Have you ever brought a
weapon to school?
1
2
1
4 or more times
2
2-3 times
4
6
3
2
Ortce
25
291
6
10
Never
11
13
300
29.
Total

Total

4
2
15
332
353

Have you ever brought a weapon to school? * Have you ever been suspended?
Have you ever been suspended?
frequently
occasionally
4 or more
times
2-3 times
once
never
Have you ever brought a
weapo~ to school?
2
4 or more times
2
2
2-3 times
5
Once
2
6
2·
266
Never
20
37
9
275
43
13
22
Total

H ave you ever brought a weapon t o sch.ool?. * Have you ever afr at'd t 0 go t O SCh00l?.
Have you ever been afraid to· go to school?
frequently
.. '
;,
4ormore
occasionally
never
times
2-3 times
once
Have you ever brought a
weapon to school?
2
1
1
4 or more times
1
1
2-3 times
1
4
10
Once
272
10
43
5
Never
48
284
12
7
Total

149

Total

4
2
15
332
353

,.

'

Total

4
2
15
330
351

Have you ever brought a weapon to school1 * Do you lmow someone who has brought a weapon
to school?
Do you lmow someone who has brought a weapon to
school?
frequently
Total
4ormore
occasionally
times
2-3 times
once
never
.Have you ever brought a
.weapon to school?
4 or more times
3
1
4
2-3 times
2
2
Once
2
15
4
6
3
Never
·25
10
64
233
332
Total
29
237
17
70
353

Have you ever brought a weapon to school? * Has someone ever threatened you with a weapon at
. school?
Has someone ever threatened you with a weapon at
school?
Frequently
Total
4ormore
occasionally
times
2-3 times
once
never

Have you ever brought a
·. weapon to .school?
4 or more times
2-3 times
Once
Never
Total

1

2

2
1
4

1
3
6

',

3
15
18

1
2
9
313
325

4
2
15
332
353

Have you ever broug.ht a weapon to school?. *- Has someone ever ornered you drulgs at school?.
Has someone ever ·offered you drugs at school?
frequently
4ormore
occasionally
Total
times
2-3 times
once
never
Have you ever brought a
:weapon to school?
1
1
2
4
4 or more times
2
2
2-3 times
5
4
5
1
15
Once
21
21
45
244
331
Never
27
26
so
249
352
Total

150

. drulgs at school?.
Have you ever brought a weapon to school?. * '.Have you ever seen students domg
Have you ever seen students doing drugs at school?
frequently
4 or more ,occasionally
· times
2-3 times
never
once
Have you ever brought a
weapon to school?
4 or more times
2-3 times
Once
Never
Total

2

2
2
34
38

5
14
21

1
5
56
62

1
3
224
228

Total

4
2
15
328
349

Have you.ever brought a weapon to school? * Have you ever had personal property stolen at
school?
Have you ever had personal property stolen at school?
frequ~ntly
4·ormote
occasionally
Total
times
2-3 times
never
once
Have you ever brought a
weapon to sch~ol?
1
1
4
1
1
4 or more times
2
1
1
2-3 times
15
1
8
3
3
Once
162
332
51
94
25
Never
60
166
353
28
99
Total
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